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ACRONYMS/ABBREVIATIONS

BEI Bechtel Environmental, Inc.
BEIDMS Bechtel Environmental Integrated Data Management System
BNI Bechtel National, Inc.

CCS contract compliance screening
CLEAN Comprehensive Long-Term Environmental Action Navy
CONDOR CONtrolled DOcument Register
CTO contract task order

DMP data management plan
DQO data quality objective

EDD electronic data deliverable

GPS global positioning system

IR Installation Restoration (Program)

NEDD Naval Electronic Data Deliverable

PDCC Program Document Control Center
PP program procedure

QA quality assurance
QC quality control

SAP sampling and analysis plan
SOP standard operating procedure

TS technical specification

U.S. EPA United States Environmental Protection Agency
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Section 1

INTRODUCTION

This Data Management Plan (DMP) provides site-specific guidance related to the collection,
maintenance, and use of data in support of the remedial investigation to be conducted at
Installation Restoration (IR) Program Site 35, AOCs in Transfer Parcel EDC-5, at Alameda
Point, Alameda, California. This work is being conducted under the Comprehensive Long-Term
Environmental Action Navy (CLEAN) 3 Program, Contract Task Order (CTO)-0077. Activities
to occur at IR Site 35 are referred to as "the Project"; the entire CLEAN Program is referred to as
"the Program."

This DMP is a companion document to the Bechtel National, Inc., Program DMP (BNI 1993).
The Program DMP provides guidance for managing Program data so that they are controlled,
documented, and retrievable in the format required by the end user. The intent of the Program
DMP is to integrate the entire life cycle of environmental data, from planning data collection to
archiving data elements, into a logical sequence that addresses all CLEAN data needs.
Implementing this Project DMP will result in meeting the data maintenance and access
requirements specified in the Program DMP. This DMP emphasizes managing, verifying, and
validating data to satisfy the Program data quality objectives (DQOs).
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Section 2

DATA MANAGEMENT OVERVIEW

The Program data management system is composed of the database itself, the computer hardware
and software, the data management protocols, application programs, relevant procedures, and the
Data Management staff. Primary data management activities include establishing sampling
designs; collecting, encoding, verifying, and validating data; performing quality assurance
(QA)/quality control (QC) evaluation of data; and generating output.

Project data will consist of various types, ranging from field measurements (e.g., surveying and
characterization of the groundwater) to laboratory analyses. Site data requirements for this
Project will be governed by a specific type of data and DQO. Unique data-type combinations
will be available to accommodate the specific data collection and reporting needs for this Project.
Figure 2-1 shows the typical data life cycle, including stages of sampling plan development, data
collection, data analysis,data review, and data use.

Generators of data will follow the Sampling and Analysis Plan (SAP) and program procedures
(PPs) to assure that collected data adhere to Program environmental data standards. In addition,
collected data will be subjected to surveillance by QA/QC personnel and technical review by
Project staff. Periodic audits of analytical laboratories will be conducted also, and results will be
tracked and documented through the Program Document Control Center (PDCC) to comply with
analytical data reporting requirements as specified in CLEAN Technical Specification (TS)-002
(BNI2004a).

2.1 APPLICABLE PROCEDURES

The following CLEAN PPs discuss database functions and tasks (BNI 2004b):

• PP T 2.1, Environmental Database

• PP T 2.2, Sample Information Management System

• PP T 2.3, Sample Analysis Tracking Module

• PP T 2.4, Data Review

• PP T 2.5,DataAnalysisfor RI/FS

• PP A 1.1,DocumentControlRecordsKeeping and Handling

The Program application of the Bechtel Environmental Integrated Data Management
System (BEIDMS) is currently running Version 3.7f under Oracle Relational Database
Management System, Version 9i. PP T 2.1, which includes the BEIDMS user
manual and data dictionary, will be revised to reflect the current software version
whenever upgrades occur.
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2.2 DATA MANAGEMENT RESPONSIBILITIES

The Data Management staff shares responsibility for high-quality products with Project
management. All stages of data processing---from the design of data collection schemes
and definition of DQOs to transmittal of data to the Navy--require that the Project
technical and management staffs team with Data Management staff.

The CTO Leader is responsible for:

• oversightofProjectdata-gatheringactivities;

• adherenceto Programdatamanagementprocedures;

• reviewof field-collecteddata;

• timely transmissionof datato PDCCandthe DataManagementgroup;and

• reviewof hardcopydatawhentheyarereceivedfromthe laboratory,providing
a preliminarycheckon thedatavalueaccuracy.

The PDCC staff is responsible for accurate and timely entry of data transmittals from
field and laboratory sources into the PDCC database (communications control register
and supplier document register numbering systems) and for distribution of the
appropriately numbered data submittals to the Program Database Supervisor and
CTO Leader.

The Data Management staff compiles Project data into the Program database, making
data readily available to Program and Project personnel; trains data users; develops
application interfaces; and provides systems maintenance and data archival services. The
Data Management staff is responsible for defining access levels (e.g., read-only, modify,
add, and delete privileges) for new users, setting up user accounts (e.g., assigning
passwords, allocating directory space, and providing instructions for logging onto the
system), and defining user profiles. User profiles include the type of terminal or
workstation, user expertise, and application.

The data management system is geared to meet user needs and to respond to deficiencies
or new applications, as they become known. Therefore, field and sample collection staff
will respond to user feedback and oversee the system in coordination with the Data
Management staff. Data Management staff responds to requests from the Navy and
assures conformance to the Navy's data management practices.
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Section 3

DATABASE

The database resides in a computer system at the Program San Diego office. The database is
maintained by use of Oracle, a relational database management sotb,varesystem. (See PP T 2.1,
Environmental Database, for details on database content, format, and utility.) The database files
to be used in this Project are described in the following sections. Table 3-1 lists data tables and
information categories used in the Program database; see the Program DMP for descriptions.

3.1 SURVEY DATA

Sampling locations will be surveyed by a civil survey subcontractor in the field. The
horizontal position of sampling locations will be defined relative to the State Plane
Coordinate System, North American Datum 1983. Sampling location elevations will be
defined relative to the North American Vertical Datum 1988. The results will be
presented as maps or drawings accurately associated with permanent benchmarks. These
maps will be available to Project staff in both hard copy and electronic format.

Sample station location data will be stored in the BEIDMS database. These data will be
formatted as described in the Program DMP and Naval Electronic Data Deliverable
(NEDD) standard.

The database table SAMPLE_STATIONS contains the location data for either survey or
global positioning system (GPS)-generated coordinates. This table is used for locations
that are referenced to other data assembled in the course of the investigation or to
repeated sampling events at the same location.

3.2 GEOLOGICAL DATA

In the course of subsurface drilling investigations, data will be gathered on soil
classification, particle size, odor, color, and equipment performance to characterize site
geology. This information must be spatially correlated with other data and, therefore,
will be incorporated into mapping or drawing systems using the gINT integrated
database system.

Soil and lithology data are entered into three database tables. The first is BOREHOLES,
which includes soil boring characteristics observed in the field. The second is
WELl,CONSTRUCTION, which contains records of well construction details for each
well. The final table is LITHOLOGY, which is the repository for data specific to soil
type and stratigraphic information.

3.3 CHEMICAL ANALYSIS RESULTS

Chemical analysis results include concentrations for classes of compounds, specific
compounds, or elements detected in samples by field or laboratory analytical methods.
The data are collected for a number of purposes, including safety and health monitoring,
selection of samples for analysis, evaluation of contaminant concentrations, waste
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Table 3-1
Program Data Tables and Information Categories

Table Type Table Name

Reference ANALYTES

Reference ANALYTE ALIASES

Reference ANALYTE TYPES

Descriptor BOREHOLES

Tracking CHAINS OF CUSTODY

Reference COLLECTION METHODS

Tracking CONTAINERS

Reference CONTAINER TYPES

Reference CRITERIA

Tracking DATA_PACKAGES

Tracking DATA_SOURCES

Descriptor FACILITIES

Measurement FIELD MEASUREMENTS

Measurement FIELD RESULTS

Reference INSTRUMENTS

Descriptor LITHOLOGY

Tracking LOG_BOOKS

Reference MATRICES

Reference METHODS

Reference PAY ITEMS

Reference PAY ITEMS METHODS

Reference PRESERVATIVES

Reference QUALIFICATION_CODES

Reference QUALIFIERS

Reference QUALITY_LEVELS

Tracking REQUESTED_ANALYSIS
Measurement RESULTS

Tracking RESULT_QUALCODE
Reference RESULT TYPES

Measurement SAMPLES

Descriptor SAMPLE_STATIONS
Reference SAMPLE TYPES

Tracking SAMPLING_EVENTS

(table continues)
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Table3-1(continued)

Table Type Table Name

Descriptor SITES
Descriptor STATION_TYPES

Tracking TRANSFERS
Descriptor UNITS
Measurement WATERLEVEL MEASUREMENTS

Descriptor WELLS
Measurement WELL CONSTRUCTION

disposal, and prediction of fate and transport of contaminants. However, the primary
purpose of data collection is to evaluate the presence of contaminants and respective
concentrations.

The chemical data may be characterized as:

• field analysis data,

• field-screening data, and

• laboratory analysis data.

Each data type has a specific purpose reflecting a quality management strategy tailored to
data use. This strategy is defined through the DQO process.

3.3.1 Field Analysis Data
The collection of field analysis data is expected during this project. Examples of field
analysis data include water temperature, dissolved oxygen content, electrical
conductivity, field pH measurements, turbidity, and oxidation/reduction potential. Field
analysis data are differentiated from screening data by the level of precision and accuracy
that can be expected from the procedure. Field analysis data are supported by calibration
of the instruments using two or more standards, as well as by continuing calibration
verification at frequencies specified in CLEAN PPs and standard operating procedures
(SOPs) (BNI2004b). The field analysis results are entered into the FIELD
MEASUREMENTS database table as appropriate.

3.3.2 Field-Screening Data
Field-screening data are used to direct the course of work; analyses are typically
performed using direct-reading instrumentation. Results from field screening are
compared to preestablished threshold values. The field staff may collect field-screening
data during sampling or safety and health monitoring. The results are recorded in the
field logbook along with any related work-process decisions. This documentation is
reviewed by appropriate supervisory staff for quality; if appropriate, the data are recorded
for future reference in the database table FIELD MEASUREMENTS.
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3.3.3 Laboratory Analysis Data

A large portion of the Project data management support will be associated with
laboratory-based analyses. Detailed laboratory procedures will be used as specified in the
SAP. These procedures must be consistent with CLEAN PPs to assure data precision,
accuracy, representativeness, completeness, and comparability. To help manage the
data and the many contractual and procedural requirements, analytical results will be
entered in the database table RESULTS and referenced to several other associated
database tables.

Management of sample information will include the use of data collection forms, chain-
of-custody forms, sample labels, custody seals, etc., as necessary to follow the procedures
outlined in PP T 2.2, Sample Information Management System.

The following will be monitored during fieldwork:

• submittalof samplesforlaboratoryanalysis

• schedulesassociatedwith sampleanalyses(includingholdingtimes)

• transferof electronicdatadeliverablesandhard copiesfromthe laboratory

• trackingof dataverificationandvalidation

3.4 DATAENTRY

In general, data will be electronically transferred to the Program database. Electronic data
will be transferred using magnetic media (e.g., tapes, diskettes, or storage cartridges).
Detailed procedures for transmittal of data are provided in PP T 2.2; PP A 1.1, Document
Control Records Keeping and Handling; and various SOPs covering inquiry, collection,
and recording of specific data types.

Field sampling data will be manually entered into the Program database. These data will
include sampling dates and locations, field screening and analysis measurements, and
data qualifiers from the data validation reports. Data will be entered according to
appropriate QA and verification requirements.

3.5 GEOGRAPHIC INFORMATION SYSTEM DATA

Cartographic data will include spatial information and descriptions of discrete geographic
features (e.g., sampling station locations and contaminant concentration levels) and
continuous features (e.g., surface elevation contours). The geographic information
system databases for the Program are developed and stored using ArcView software,
which interfaces with the environmental database via Oracle. In cases where detailed
drawings are needed for other purposes (e.g., engineering drawings), computer-assisted
drafting software is used.
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3.6 STANDARDIZATION

The Program DMP establishes a standard data management process. Thus, data users on
each CLEAN project can retrieve data from any investigation knowing that values for given
parameters are comparable. Furthermore, the data management software converts variables
to standardized units whenever necessary to be consistent with the established formats. Any
change to raw data will be documented on a database change request, which will be tracked
through PDCC and recorded in the electronic data management system.
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DATA REVIEW

Review of laboratory data includes data verification and evaluation; contract compliance
screening (CCS); data validation, qualification, and review; and a general assessment of the data.
Independent, third-party data validation may also be used to meet project DQOs, as stated in the
SAP. Detailed methodologies for these processes are presented in PPs T 2.4, Data Review, and
T 2.5, Data Analysis for RIFFS. Unverified and unvalidated data will be stored in a temporary
repository until the appropriate level of data review has been completed.

After data review, corrections will be made and limitations identified. Then the data will be
released for use.

4.1 DATA VERIFICATION AND EVALUATION

Data generators will be responsible for data verification and evaluation at each site. The
generators may be the lead field investigators or the Project laboratory coordination staff.

Lead field investigators, designated by the Project manager, will collect and verify data
(i.e., confirm that database entries match field logbook entries). Verification tasks will be
governed by PP T 2.4 and CLEAN SOPs. Verification checklists for each type of
collected data will be used and included in the PDCC document tracking system as
attachments to the data collection forms and/or electronic data deliverables.

Electronic data will be transferred using magnetic media (e.g., tapes, diskettes, or storage
cartridges). The transmitter will verify and document that the data on the associated hard
copy match the contents of the data file. Any discrepancies will be resolved by a Project
technical specialist.

In addition, a qualified professional (designated by the CTO Leader) will evaluate all data
(field and laboratory) as soon as they become available. This evaluation confirms the
collected data make sense. For example, a water-level measurement collected on a date
before mobilization in the field would be questioned, as would a water-quality parameter
that is highly inconsistent with what is expected (e.g., when the water in the well is
pure---without trace elements).

The integrity of any data modification or input will also be maintained by using standard
methods. These methods include rechecking output documents by both the originator of
the data and a second checker. At a minimum, the database content must match the raw
data exactly as received by Data Management staff and as documented in PDCC. Any

necessary changes to data in BEIDMS are tracked both on hard copy (data review/
correction forms) and within the database audit function.

4.2 CONTRACTCOMPLIANCESCREENING

Following the verification of analytical data, a CCS will be performed. The CCS will
_ assess the completeness of laboratory deliverables and analytical laboratory subcontractor

compliance with specified analytical protocols, QA/QC protocols, and the laboratory's
specific subcontract requirements, All Project personnel performing the CCS will be
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completely familiar with the Project data requirements. If there is significant
noncompliance with the contract, the review process will stop and the compliance issues
will be resolved. Resubmittals of hard copy data packages from the laboratory may
be requested.

4.2.1 CompletenessAssessment
The completeness assessment will determine whether all, required data package
deliverables are present (e.g., case narratives, chain-of-custody forms, sample results,
required QC information, and raw data). A "laboratory deliverables requirements review
checklist" will be completed for each analytical method and filed in PDCC with the
associated data packages.

Additionally, the assessment will determine if the following requirements have been met.

• Resultswerereportedfor all samplesonthe chain-of-custodyformsfor
specifiedanalyticalparametersunlesslaboratorysamplediscrepancyreports
provideadequateexplanationsforomissions.

• Resultswerereportedfor allcompoundsor analyteswithina givenanalytical
method.

4.2.2 Compliance Assessment
The compliance assessment involves determining whether the laboratory has met the
following criteria.

• Holdingtimesweremet.

• Datawere reportedin the correctunits ofmeasure.

• Correctanalyticalmethodswereemployed.

• RequiredQA/QCwasperformed.

• Reportingformswere completedforall samplessubmitted;reportingforms
weresubmittedforeachreanalysis,dilution,and otherlaboratoryprocedure,
withall requisiteflagsanddilutionfactors;and problemsencounteredduring
analysiswere documentedin the casenarratives.

• Completeanalytenameswereprovidedin casenarrativesif thenameswere
truncatedby laboratorysoftware.

4.3 DATA VALIDATION, QUALIFICATION, AND REVIEW

Laboratory data packages may be validated by an independent subcontractor, in
accordance with CLEAN TSs for data review, PP T 2.4, Southwest Division Naval
Facilities Engineering Command Environmental Work Instruction No. 1 (SWDIV 2001),
and United States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) National Functional
Guidelines for Data Validation (U.S. EPA 1999, 2004). Data generated solely for the _,)
purposes of remedial design will not be subjected to independent third-party validation.
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However, the data packages submitted by the laboratory will be kept on file to allow
third-party validation later (in the event that the data are applied for alternative uses, such
as risk assessment or site closure). Data validation requirements are specified in the SAP.

Validation of a data package includes:

• identifying data anomalies,

• assessing method compliance,

• assessing calibration frequency and acceptability,

• assessing QC frequency and acceptability, and

• qualifying data to identify data usability limitations.

If applicable, analytical data will be assigned review qualifiers based on data validation.
Review qualifiers will be in accordance with the applicable U.S. EPA guidelines
(U.S. EPA 1999, 2004). Laboratory and review qualifiers are fully defined in CLEAN
TS-004 (BNI 1998). Any data assigned an "R" qualifier (rejected data) will not be used
for any purpose (including, but not limited to, risk assessment, data interpretation, tables,
and figures).

Data may be qualified if data reports lacked sufficient supporting information to allow
clear interpretation of the data. Analytical data may be further qualified based on
contamination reported in associated field blanks in accordance with U.S. EPA risk
assessment guidance. Any specified data qualification wil!be documented in the report.

The usefulness of data for specific purposes will be based on application-related data
requirements, methods of collection, and validation flags for analytical results. Data
qualification will be fully documented, and data quality will be easily interpreted by
referencing qualifier flags within each table. Any specific data qualification that requires
further explanation can be documented in comment fields within the database tables.

The data verification and validation processes result in categorizing (flagging) the data
according to established classification criteria (e.g., verified, validated, unvalidated, or
invalid). These classification categories are determined after technical specialists have
reviewed the data. The qualified data considered "acceptable" are accompanied by
documentation showing that:

• sample collection followed approved procedures and protocols that were
appropriate to yield reliable and reproducible results,

• data reporting included sufficient supporting information to allow clear
interpretation of the data, and

• QA/QC procedures were clearly documented and implemented both in the field
and in the laboratory.

Unacceptable data are those that do not fulfill these requirements. Insufficient or
questionable data will be further documented or supported by collecting more information
as required.
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Data will be reviewed in accordance with PP T 2.4 (Figure 4-1). New data will be
verified by assuring that applicable PPs are followed. The data may then be validated as
directed in the SAP. Unverified and unvalidated data will be stored in a temporary
repository until the appropriate level of data review has been completed. Specific project
technical personnel will have access to these data for field decision-making purposes and
assuring collected data make sense. Once the data review process is completed
(including appropriate documentation), corrections are made, and limitations are
identified, data will be loaded into the production database and released for use.

4.4 GENERAL ASSESSMENT

The general assessment is an overall evaluation of the data and a summary of data review
activities and significant results. In addition to the compliance screening and data
verification and validation (if applicable), the data reported from the analysis of the
samples will be evaluated to assure that they are of sufficient quality for use in the
investigation. Insufficient or questionable data will be further documented or supported
by collecting more information as required. Data will be evaluated in accordance with
PP T 2.4 (Figure 4-1).

The general assessment will include:

• evaluationofwhethersamplingobjectiveswere clearlydefinedand whether
sufficientdatawerecollectedto meettheDQOsas statedin the WorkPlan;

• evaluationof whetherdatareportedfromthe analysisof the samplesare of
sufficientqualityfor usein theproject;

• a summaryof thesignificantresultsof the laboratoryQC samples;

• a summaryof thesignificantresultsof thefieldQCsamples;

• a summaryof thesignificantdatavalidationfindingsfor all analytical
parameters;and

• an assessmentof thedatabased onprecision,accuracy,representativeness,
completeness,andcomparabilityparametersas definedin the SAP.
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DATA ACCESS AND MAINTENANCE

The following subsections discuss data access, documentation, security, backup and recovery,
and transfer of data to the Navy.

5.1 DATAACCESS

The data management system provides direct user access to the verified and validated
database tables through customized screens and menus. The Project applications
requiring access to these data will include data reporting and statistical evaluations.

Data users assigned to this Project will be able to obtain environmental data reports by
requesting specific output from the databasetables. Output reports will be developed
based on specifications that Project technical staff provides to Data Management staff.
More sophisticated data users can perform their own queries to generate Oracle output
using the appropriate access program.

5.2 DOCUMENTATION

All data input, procedures, and output (products) will be fully documented and tracked to
assure retrievability and provide data users with a library of available data and applications.
Detailed documentation procedures are presented in PP T 2.2, Sample Information
Management System, and PP A 1.1, Document Control Records Keeping and Handling.
PP T 2.1, Environmental Database, describes database table variables, data sources, file
formats, measurement units, and other attributes that will be needed by data users to
generate specific products. For example, Chemical Abstracts Service numbers are in the
ANALYTE_ID field, and laboratory QC results are in the ANALYSIS_CODE and
ANALYTE_TYPE fields. Specific data requirements associated with laboratory analytical
methods employed to measure sample contaminant concentrations, site geologic
characteristics, and other reference and descriptive information are presented in the SAP.
These data will also be tracked and documented within the data management system.

5.3 SECURITY

Access to Project data will be unlimited to authorized users, but various levels of access
will be established and maintained to assure complete data security and integrity. The
data management system is designed to protect against unauthorized data access and
corruption of data. User access is controlled by the use of passwords, and users will be
provided read-only access to data.

On-line access to data tables will be granted to users with read-only privileges for
specialized applications or for routine report generation. Only Data Management staff
will be able to make changes to validated data, and such changes may occur only when
database change requests have been submitted through PDCC with authorization
signatures from appropriate technical and management staffs.
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Oracle offers the following levels of user privileges.

• DBA (databaseadministrator)- Createuseraccountsand assignpasswords;
grantdataaccessby tableand userprivileges_andset systemaccessontables,
views,and diskspacewithinthedatabase.

• RESOURCE- Withread/writeprivilegesto thedatabase,add or changedata,
and create tablesand views.

• CREATESESSION- Accessthe databasewithread-onlyprivilege.

• SELECT- Accessspecificrowsor columnsoftablesandviewswith
read-onlyprivilege.

Preliminary data may be available for modification for specific activities such as the entry
of data quality codes by data validators. However, once the data are declared to be
validated/verified by authorized personnel (e.g., qualified data validators for laboratory
analytical data or lead field investigators for field data collection verification), the data
will be placed in production database tables. Only Data Management staff can modify
production tables and only when database change requests have been completed and
approved by appropriate project managers and technical specialists. Modifications to
validated data will also be tracked electronically as separate variables within database
tables. Tracking variables will include the user identification of the person making the
change to the database, the date of the change, and the PDCC document control number
of the database change request.

Data users responsible for output from application systems will be responsible for
developing ways to assure integrity and security of their respective data and programs
residing on the various systems. Data Management staff may assist data users in the
performance of application systems and data backups.

5.4 BACKUP AND RECOVERY

System failure and other disasters create the potential for accidental data corruption. A
rigorous backup and recovery program prevents this possibility. Procedures for the backup
and recovery are presented in the Program DMP. The Data Management staff makes and
maintains backup copies of data files and data tables for archiving. Tapes or cartridges of
the backups will be stored both locallyand in an area outside the computer facility.

5.5 DATA TRANSFER TO THE NAVY

All the attributes and information within the environmental database (and related
applications such as gINT) will be encoded so that transfers of data to the Navy will be in
accordance with NEDD as directed in the Naval Facilities Engineering Command
Southwest Environmental Work Instruction No. 6 (NAVFAC Southwest 2005). Spatial
data and drawing files will adhere as closely as practical with the Tri Services Spatial
Data Standards. Turnover of the data will take place at CTO closure; however, interim
submittals may be made at the request of the Navy Remedial Project Manager.
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AOC area of concern

CLEAN Comprehensive Long-Term Environmental Action Navy
CTO contract task order

EDC economic development conveyance

IDW investigation-derived waste
IDWMP investigation-derived waste management plan
IR Installation Restoration (Program)

PG Professional Geologist
PPE personal protective equipment

RI remedial investigation

UN United Nations
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INVESTIGATION-DERIVED WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN

The following paragraphs give instructions for collecting, handling, packaging, transporting, and
disposing ot! investigation-derived waste (IDW) generated during field activities. These
activities will be conducted in support of a remedial investigation at Installation Restoration (IR)
Program Site 35, Areas of Concem in Transfer Parcel Economic Development Conveyance 5 at
Alameda Point, Alameda, California. The sampling techniques to be used will generate a
minimal quantity of IDW per sample. The wastes generated will include soil cuttings from soil
borings, disposable personal protective equipment (PPE), and equipment-decontamination water.

Solid IDW (e.g., soil or construction debris) at IR Site 35 will be placed in covered, portable
roll-off bins lined with plastic sheeting or in covered United Nations (UN)-approved 55-gallon
drums. The mixing of regular trash and nonhazardous construction debris with potentially
contaminated IDW will be avoided. Liquid IDW (e.g., decontamination water) will be placed in
Baker tanks or in covered UN-approved 55-gallon drums. Uncontaminated PPE and
nonhazardous construction debris will be placed in industrial waste bins. Contaminated PPE and
sampling equipment will be placed in covered UN-approved 55-gallon drums.

Each container will be clearly labeled to indicate the waste source. An example of the
identification label to be affixed to each container is included as Figure 1. The label color will be
black and white (black lettering on white background) and the label material will be weather-
resistant. The labels will not be used for shipping or disposal purposes. Before disposal or
shipment off-site, containers will be labeled with appropriate identification and classification
informationby the waste disposal subcontractor. Following labeling, IDW container information
will be recorded on the Container Inventory Log, an example of which is included as Figure 2.
The site manager will maintain the log in the field. A weekly inspection of IDW storagewill be
conducted and documented.

IDW containers will be transported to and stored in a secured area designated by the Navy. The
proposed IDW storage area is located in a fenced area adjacent to Building 112. Containers of
IDW will be stored with secondary containment structures. IDW will be disposed off-site by the
waste-disposal subcontractor within 90 days of collection. The 90-day clock begins on the first
day of material placement in the container. The waste disposal subcontractor will provide
services including, but not limited to, sampling and profiling, handling and manifesting, and
transportation and disposal of IDW. The subcontractor will collect IDW samples for analyses
and waste profiling as soon as practicable.

It has been concluded that the IDW generated during this investigation will not be classified as
listed wastes under Title 40 Code of Federal Regulations Section 261.31 to 261.33. Samples
collected as part of the field investigation will not be used to profile the waste. The Navy will be
responsible for selecting the methods and location of IDW disposal and for signing all manifests.
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INVESTIGATION-DERIVED WASTE

SAMPLE - PENDING ANALYSIS

DO NOT HANDLE OR MOVE DRUM OR REMOVE LID
WITHOUT AUTHORIZATION

The contents of this container have been sampled and are pending analytical
results. State and Federal law prohibits improper disposal. Questions
regarding this container should be directed to one of the Department of the
Navy representatives listed on this label below.

Project: [Navy CLEAN 3]

Location: [Base Name, city and state]

Installation Point of Contact: [e.g., ROICC, on-site contact]

Site-Specific Location: [Site location and boring/well locations]

Owner: [e.g., U.S. Navy XYZ Base or activity]

CTO No.: [CTO X]

Navy Remedial Project Manager: [Fred Smith, (XXX) XXX-XXXX]

Container No.: [e.g., # 0001]

Contents: [e.g., drill cuttings, wastewater, used PPE]

Date Container Filled: [Date]

Figure 1
Sample Investigation-Derived Waste Label

Acronyms/Abbreviations:
CLEAN -- ComprehensiveLong-Term EnvironmentalAction Navy
CTO - contract task order
PPE - personal protective equipment
ROICC -. Resident Officer in Charge of Construction
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Container Inventory Log
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FOREWORD

This Site-Specific Safety and Health Plan Supplement (SSHP) has been prepared for use by
Bechtel Environmental, Inc., in support of Comprehensive Long-Term Environmental Action
Navy (CLEAN) Program management and technical environmental services of the Department
of the Navy Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) Project Management Office West. This
SSHP implements the Bechtel safety and health policies, applicable Occupational Safety and
Health Administration regulations, and BRAC Project Management Office West requirements,
as described in the CLEAN Program Safety and Health Plan (BNI 1997).

This SSHP describes the project site-specific requirements for implementing the CLEAN Safety
and Health Program. Supplemental documents to this plan are the Navy CLEAN Program
Procedures (BNI 2004). This site-specific plan supplements the CLEAN Program Safety and
Health Plan (BNI 1997).

This SSHP is reviewed and approved by the Bechtel Program Manager and Safety and Health
Manager. The SSHP is submitted to the Navy for concurrence. Field revision is controlled in
accordance with CLEAN Standard Operating Procedure 28, Field Change Request (BNI 2004).

This plan includes requirements for all Program personnel entering controlled areas or handling
potentially contaminated items or equipment.
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ACRONYMS/ABBREVIATIONS

AOC area of concern

bgs below ground surface
BRAC Base Realignment and Closure

CFR Code of Federal Regulations
CLEAN Comprehensive Long-Term Environmental Action Navy
CS caretaker site
CTO contract task order

EC emergency coordinator
EDC Economic Development Conveyance
ERT emergency response team

°F degrees Fahrenheit

HAZMAT hazardous materials

HEPA high-efficiency particulate air
HWP hazardous work permit

(_) IDW investigation-derived waste
IR Installation Restoration (Program)

MSL mean sea level

NAS Naval Air Station

OSHA Occupational Safety and Health Administration
OV organic vapor

PAH polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbon
PCB polychlorinated biphenyl
PG Professional Geologist
PPE personal protective equipment "
PP SH Program Procedure Safety and Health

RI remedial investigation

SHM Safety and Health Manager
SSHP site-specific safety and health plan supplement
SSHR Site Safety and Health Representative
SVOC semivolatile organic compound
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Acronyms/Abbreviations

TPH total petroleum hydrocarbons

VOC volatile organic compound
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Section 1

INTRODUCTION

This Site-Specific Safety and Health Plan Supplement (SSHP) has been developed for a remedial
investigation to be conducted at Installation Restoration (IR) Program Site 35, Areas of Concern
(AOCs) in Transfer Parcel Economic Development Conveyance (EDC)-5, at Alameda Point,
Alameda, California. The main objective of this fieldwork is to conduct soil and groundwater
sampling to evaluate concentrations of chemical compounds in shallow soil and groundwater
within the site. Bechtel Environmental, Inc., will perform this work for Base Realignment and
Closure Program Management Office West under Contract Task Order (CTO)-0077 of the
Comprehensive Long-Term Environmental Action Navy (CLEAN) 3 Program, Contract
No. N68711-95-D-7526.

1.1 SPECIFIC REQUIREMENTS
Field activities will be conducted at IR Site 35, which is located in the northeastern
section of Alameda Point. Soil and groundwater sampling may be conducted in
roadways where vehicular traffic may be present. Vehicular traffic is considered a
medium hazard.

When personnel are working near roads, the Site Safety and Health Representative
(SSHR) will determine the appropriate level of traffic protection (i.e., warning signs,
cones, delineators, and/or flagmen) required to maintain a safe working environment.
Section 6.2.5 describes guidelines for working near vehicular traffic in more detail.

1.2 PURPOSE OF PLAN

This SSHP addresses sections of the CLEAN Program Safety and Health Plan, Revision 2
(BNI 1997), that have been modified specifically for fieldwork to be conducted as part of
the remedial investigation at IR Site 35. Section numbering parallels the Program Safety
and Health Plan. Sections not modified are not included in this supplement. Please refer
to the Program Safety and Health Plan for sections not included here.

This SSHP describes the work to be performed and addresses safety and health concerns
related to field activities for soil and groundwater sampling to be conducted at IR Site 35.
Personal protection requirements, safe working practices, monitoring and site control
procedures, and contingency plans for emergency situations are also presented in this SSHP.

1.3 REFERENCE DOCUMENTS

This SSHP has been prepared for use in conjunction with the following CLEAN Program
safety and health documents:

• Program Safety and Health Plan (Revision 2, September 1997) (BNI 1997)

• Program Procedures Manual (BNI 2004)

• United States Army Corps of Engineers Safety and Health Requirements
Manual (USACE 2003)

• Navy/Marine Corps Installation Restoration Manual (NAVFAC 2001)
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Section 2

SITE DESCRIPTION

Alameda Point, located on the western tip of Alameda Island, is the location of former Naval Air
Station (NAS) Alameda (Figure 2-1). Most of Alameda Point is man-made land, constructed
with materials dredged from the San Francisco Bay. These materials were emplaced as early as
the late 1800s, significantly before the beginning of naval activities in the area.

This section discusses the IR Site 35 work areas and provides a brief history and physical
description of Alameda Point. Information on the topography, climate, and known wastes
reported at Alameda Island is also presented in this section.

2.1 WORK AREAS

IR Site 35 occupies approximately 50 acres; most of this acreage is open space (grassy,
gravel, or paved areas with no buildings present) (Figure 2-2). Previous environmental
investigations have indicated that the contaminants in soil and groundwater are volatile
organic compounds (VOCs), semivolatile organic compounds (SVOCs), polynuclear
aromatic hydrocarbons (PAlls), pesticides, polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), total
petroleum hydrocarbons (TPH), and metals.

Boreholes for the collection of soil and discrete groundwater samples will be advanced to
approximately 10 to 12 feet below ground surface (bgs) at locations within the site.
Groundwater samples will be collected from at least one existing monitoring well.
Sediment samples will be collected from storm sewer catch basins or manholes.
Sampling areas may include roads where vehicular traffic may be present. Sampling
locations may also be inside buildings. Sampling locations will be selected prior to field
mobilization.

2.2 SITE DESCRIPTION ANDHISTORY

In 1930, the U.S. Army acquired the original base property from the City of Alameda and
began construction activities in 1931. In 1936, the Navy acquired title to the land from
the Army and began building an air station in response to the military buildup in Europe
before World War II. Construction of the base included the filling of tidelands,
marshlands, and sloughs with dredge materials from the San Francisco Bay. The base
was operated as an active naval facility from 1940 to 1997.

NAS Alameda and its two major tenants, the Navy Public Works Center and Naval
Aviation Depot Alameda, conducted a variety of operations at Alameda Point. These
included aircraft, engine, gun, and avionics maintenance; engine overhaul and repair;
fueling activities; and plating, stripping, and painting activities. The Navy Public Works
Center also operated two power plants, a transportation shop, and a pesticide shop at
Alameda Point. In addition, the base operated a deepwater port capable of berthing
aircraft carriers. The deepwater port was used primarily for minor ship maintenance.

In September 1993, NAS Alameda was designated for closure by United States Congress
and the Base Realignment and Closure Commission. NAS Alameda ceased naval
operations in April 1997. The Navy is currently in the process of returning the land to the
City of Alameda and the United States Fish and Wildlife Service. The Navy and the City
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of Alameda are working with the Alameda Reuse and Redevelopment Authority to
determine appropriate reuse options., On July 22, 1999, Alameda Point was placed on the
National Priorities List (64 Federal Register 140, 39878-39885, Final Rule, July 22,
1999). The Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability
Information System identification number for NAS Alameda is CA2170023236.

IR Site 35, located in the northeastern portion of Alameda Point, comprises 23 of the
25 AOCs that were identified at Transfer Parcel EDC-5, 3 data gap areas, a PAH area,
and 9 solid waste management units.

2.3 TOPOGRAPHY AND CLIMATE

Alameda Island lies at the base of a gently westward-sloping plain that extends from the
Oakland-Berkeley Hills in the east to the shore of the San Francisco Bay in the west.
Alameda Island is characterized by a low topographic profile, with surface elevations
varying from mean sea level (MSL) to approximately 30 feet above MSL. The
topography of IR Site 35 is primarily flat and rises to approximately 10 feet above MSL.

The San Francisco Bay area is characterized by a Mediterranean climate with mild
summer and winter temperatures. The mean annual precipitation at Alameda Island is
23 inches, with most of the precipitation generally occurring from October to April.
Mean yearly low and high temperatures are 52 degrees Fahrenheit (°F) and 67 °F,
respectively. The wind direction is predominantly from the west or northwest, with rare
occurrences of gale-force or greater winds. Heavy fog that sometimes impairs visibility
for navigation occurs on an average of 21 days per year (National Weather Service 2001).

2.4 KNOWNWASTE CHARACTERISTICS

Based on previous investigations, the known contaminants and likely risk drivers at
IR Site 35 are the following:

• Soil: VOCs, SVOCs, PAHs, pesticides, PCBs, TPH, and metals

• Groundwater: VOCs, SVOCs, pesticides, PCBs, TPH, and metals
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SCOPE OF WORK

The fieldwork planned for IR Site 35 includes the following general activities:

• drilling shallow soil borings

• collecting soil samples

• collecting discrete groundwater samples

• collecting one monitoring well groundwater sample

• collecting two sediment samples from storm sewer catch basins or manholes

Fieldwork activities may be conducted in roadways close to vehicular traffic and may be
conducted within buildings.

3.1 TASK SUMMARY

The following specific tasks will be performed at IR Site 35.

• A total of 137boreholes will be advanced using a direct-push method.

• A total of 353 soil samples will be collected at various intervals between ground
surface and 12 feet bgs or immediately above the groundwater interface.

• Discrete groundwater samples will be collected from 83 borings within the first
water-bearing zone.

• Groundwater samples will be collected from one existing monitoring well that is
screened within the first water-bearing zone.

• Sediment samples will be collected from two locations within storm drains at
catch basins or manholes.

3.2 PERIOD OF EXECUTION

It is anticipated that fieldwork will be performed in December 2005.

3.3 PRINCIPAL SUBCONTRACTORS ON-SITE

CLEAN subcontractors scheduled to perform field activities at IR Site 35 include
subcontractors performing utility clearance, land surveying, concrete cutting, drilling, and
waste disposal (Table 3-1). Authorized field representatives for subcontractor personnel
will be identified at least 10 business days prior to initiating each field activity involving
a subcontractor.
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Table 3-1
Subcontractors for RI Activities at IR Site 35

Authorized Field

Field Activity Subcontractor Representative Telephone

Land survey Kier & Wright Tony McCants 925-249-6555

Geophysical utility clearance Advanced Geological Services Dan Jones 415-453-2800

Concrete cutting ResonantSonic Derrik Sandberg 530-668-2424
Tuan Nguyen

Direct-push drilling services ResonantSonic Derrik Sandberg 530-668-2424
Tuan Nguyen

IDW disposal NRC Environmental Services Rich Lodge 510-749-1390

Acronyms/Abbreviations:
IDW - investigation-derived waste
IR - Installation Restoration (Program)
RI - remedial investigation
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ORGANIZATIONAND RESPONSIBILITIES

Table 4-1 identifies personnel responsible for fieldwork. Table 4-2 provides additional contact
information.

Table 4-1

Responsible Personnel for the Site

Daytime After Hours
Title Name Telephone Telephone

Project Manager Janet Argyres (415) 768-9917 (510) 889-6070

Contract Task Order Leader Eric Johansen (619) 744-3091 (909) 303-1514

Field Coordinator Gary Yao (415) 768-7188 (650) 207-5436

Field Geologist Supervisor Don McHugh (619) 320-4783 (619) 320-4783

Bechtel Site Safety and Health Representative Gary Yao (415) 768-7188 (650) 207-5436

Bechtel Safety and Health Manager Anil Dharmapal (619) 744-3099 (760) 941-5619

Table 4-2
Additional Contact Information

Main Contact/Entity Address Telephone Facsimile Project Manager

Bechtel 1230 Columbia Street, Suite 400 (619) 744-3091 (619) 687-8787 Eric Johansen
Environmental, Inc. San Diego, CA 92101-8502 (CTOL) or

or

45 Fremont Street (415) 768-9917 (415) 768-5128 JanetArgyres
San Francisco, CA 94105 (Project Manager)

Brown and Caldwell 9665 Chesapeake Drive, Suite 200 (858) 514-8822 (858) 514-8833 VijayBedi
San Diego, CA 92123

Kleinfelder 5015 ShorehamPlace (858) 320-2004 (858) 320-2001 JohnMoossazadeh
San Diego, CA 92122-5926

Dean Ryan 350 South Grand Avenue (213) 687-1130 (213) 687-1139 Janet Oliver
Consultants and Suite 3920

Designers, Inc. Los Angeles, CA 90071

BRAC Program 1455 Frazee Road, Suite 900 (619) 532-0953 (619) 532-0940 Greg Lorton
Management Office San Diego, CA 92108-4310
West

Navy ROICC 2450 Saratoga Street, Suite 200 (510) 749-5940 (510) 749-5949 Gregory Grace
San Francisco Alameda, CA 94501-7545
Bay Area

DoD BRAC 410 Palm Avenue, B-1 Suite 161 (415) 743-4713 (415) 743-4700 Doug DeLong
Program (Treasure Island)
Management Office San Francisco, CA 94130-1806

(table continues)
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Table 4-2 (continued)

Acronyms/Abbreviations:
BRAC- Base Realignment and Closure
CTOL- Contract Task Order Leader
DoD- Department of Defense
ROICC- Resident Officer in Charge of Construction
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Section 5

HAZARD IDENTIFICATION

This section discusses hazard assessment and significant hazards associated with the work
proposed to complete the remedial investigation at IR Site 35.

5.1 HAZARD ASSESSMENT

Table 5-1 identifies potential job hazards that may be encountered during the fieldwork at
IR Site 35 based on field conditions and activities. Section 6 presents a job-hazard
analysis and a multiple-site hazard assessment. Significant hazards identified during the
job hazard analysis are described in Section 5.2. Table 5-2 lists chemicals suspected or
determined to be present at the site.

5.2 SIGNIFICANT HAZARDS

Significant hazards identified during the job-hazard analysis include hazards associated
with :heavy equipment/drilling, fire and explosion, manual materials handling, and
working near vehicular traffic (Table 5-1).

Separate activity hazard analyses will be developed prior to the CTO field readiness
review. The activity hazard analyses will summarize in a sequential manner the principal
steps of an activity and the associated safety and health hazards, recommended controls,
equipment, and inspection requirements.
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Table 5-1
Job Hazard Identification

General
Risk or Hazard Evaluation Compensatory Measures

Substancesidentifiedwithout All substancesidentifiedhave Frequentexposuremonitoringwill be
OSHA,ACGIH,NIOSH,or exposurelimits, conducted. Respiratoryprotection
otherrecognizedexposurelimits will be readilyavailableon-site.

Unidentifiedsubstancesor Unidentifiedsubstancesmay be Frequentmonitoringwill be
uncontrolleddumpingof presentin subsurfaceareas, conductedusing direct
objects on-site instrumentation.

Substancesthat maybe Some organics maybe skin- AppropriatePPE andskinprotection
skin-absorbed absorbed, will be used duringsampling.

Substancesforwhich skin is the PCBsmay be presentat some AppropriatePPE andskinprotection
principaltargetorgan samplinglocations, will be used duringsampling.

Fire hazard Risk of fireis minimal. Fireextinguisherswill be presenton
all site vehicles andheavy equipment.
Dry brush will be clearedfromsite
operations.

Radionuclides Radiationhazardsmay be presentin AppropriatePPE with skinprotection
Building 66 locatedin AOC 23 at will be used duringsampling.
IR Site 35.

Regulatedcarcinogens Benzene andother recognized-but- Monitoringwill be done with direct-
unregulatedcarcinogensare reading instrumentation;screening
potentiallypresent, devices andrespiratoryprotectionwill

be available.

VOCs, SVOCs, PAHs, These analytes are expected in some Appropriate PPEwill be used during
pesticides, PCBs, TPH, and soil and groundwater at the site. sampling. Respiratory protection will
metals be readily available on-site.

Heat stress This hazard may be present, Personnel will be encouraged to
particularly when wearing PPE. increase fluid intake and implement a

work/rest regimen; worker core
temperature will be monitored.

Buried objects and underground This hazard may be present. Plans will be checked; underground
utility lines utility survey will be performed.

Solar radiation Outdoor work presents this hazard. Personnel will be encouraged to use
sunscreen or covering clothing.

Noise in excess of 85 dBA This hazard may be present during A hearing conservation program and
drilling operations, hearing protection will be used.

Nip-and-pinch points This hazard is expected with heavy Guards will be used when possible
equipment, and as required; operators will be

requested to identify these points prior
to work.

(table continues)
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Table5-1(continued)

General

Risk or Hazard Evaluation Compensatory Measures

Rotating equipment This hazard is present during Although some PPE may be loose-
(e.g., drilling or concrete coring drilling operations or concrete fitting, excessively loose clothing will
operations) coring, not be permitted. At least two people

must be present when the drill rig is
operating. At no time will anyone be
allowed to operate a drill rig alone.
Drill rigs shall be equipped with two
easily accessible emergency shutdown
devices (switches), one for the driller
and one for the driller's helper.

Manual material handling This hazard is possible when Training will be given in proper
moving sample coolers, bags of lifting techniques (including use of a
cement, and items on the ground, helper) when lifting heavy objects.

Slip, trips, and falls This hazard is possible with Good housekeeping practices will be
equipment and materials placed on employed.
ground.

Cuts, contusions, and This hazard is possible from using Lockoufftagout practices, machine
electrocutions energized equipment, improper guarding, and safe operating practices

use of equipment, no machine will be used.
guarding, etc.

Traffic This hazard may be present. Traffic control will be required on or
at edges of roadways.

Unlawful behavior Fieldwork will be conducted at a When personnel are on the site, at
nonoperational facility open to the least two workers will be present
public. Violent situations, although ("buddy" system). A field cell phone
unlikely, may present themselves, will be available at each sampling

location at all times.

Acronyms/Abbreviations:
ACGIH - American Conference of Governmental Industrial Hygienists
AOC - area of concern
dBA - decibels measured on the A-weighted scale
IR- Installation Restoration (Program)
NIOSH - National Institute for Occupational Safety and Health
OSHA - Occupational Safety and Health Administration
PAH - polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbon
PCB - polychlorinated biphenyl
PPE - personal protective equipment
SVOC - semivolatile organic compound
TPH - total petroleum hydrocarbons
VOC - volatile organic compound
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Table 5-2
Chemicals Suspected or Determined to Be Present at IR Site 35

Chemical Class Analytes

VOCs benzene; tetrachloroethene, trichloroethene, and vinyl chloride

SVOCs and PAHs benz(a)anthracene, benzo(b)fluoranthene, benzo(k)fluoranthene,
benzo(a)pyrene, chrysene, dibenz(a,h)anthracene,
indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene, and naphthalene

Pesticides 4,4'-DDD, 4,4'-DDT, and dieldrin

PCBs Aroclor 1254 and Aroclor 1260

TPH gasoline, diesel, and motor oil

Metals arsenic, iron, lead, manganese, thallium, and vanadium

Acronyms/Abbreviations:
DDD - dichlorodiphenyldichloroethane
DDT - dichlorodiphenyltrichloroethane
IR- Installation Restoration (Program)
PAH - polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbon
PCB- polychlorinated biphenyl
SVOC - semivolatile organic compound
TPH - total petroleum hydrocarbons
VOC - volatile organic compound
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Section 6

HAZARD ANALYSIS

This section presents a hazard analysis and details the physical/industrial and chemical hazards
identified or potentially present during field activities. This section also provides a task-specific
analysis of hazards encountered and/or associated with the work to be performed. Table 6-1
presents an analysis of industrial hazards by task.

6.1 RISK ANALYSIS

Field activities will produce medium hazards to the field crew, according to standards
outlined in Program Procedure Safety and Health (PP SH) 5.1.2, Safe Work Operation
Process (BNI 2004). Direct-push sampling and working near roadways are considered
medium hazards.

6.2 PHYSICAL HAZARDS

Physical hazards associated with field activities include noise, heavy equipment
operation, falling, slipping, tripping, manual litting, vehicle traffic, fire and/or explosion
hazards, electrocution, and heat stress. The Program Safety and Health Plan (Revision 2)
(BNI 1997) details these subjects. The following subsections address categories of
physical hazards specific to field activities at IR Site 35.

6.2.1 Construction Noise
\

Use of heavy equipment during direct-push sampling activities can present a high noise
exposure to personnel within the immediate area. Working near a direct-push sampling
rig can subject workers to noise exposure in excess of allowable limits. Personnel who
do not need to be near loud equipment will be required to stay away to minimize
exposure. Personnel who operate or must work next to the direct-push sampling rig will
be required to wear hearing protection. Hearing protection will be mandatory when the
noise level reaches or exceeds 85 decibels measured on the A-weighted scale as an
8-hour, time-weighted average. Excessive noise areas will be established as controlled
zones and will have warning signs posted. Only persons with proper hearing protection
will be allowed into these areas.

6.2.2 Rotating Equipment
Drilling or concrete-coring operations provide the potential for serious injury. Personal
articles that could be entangled in rotating equipment, such as loose clothing, excessively
loose-fitting Tyvek suits, jewelry, loose long hair, etc., will not be permitted near rotating
equipment (e.g., drill figs, concrete corers). Direct-push sampling rigs will be equipped
with two easily accessible emergency shutdown devices (switches), one for the driller
and one for the driller's helper.
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Table 6-1
Industrial Hazard Analysis

Estimated
Task Task Duration Hazards Controls

Mobilization and setup 1 week Vehicle operation Safety rule training,
Materials handling inspection
Lifting
Pinch points

Land and geophysical utility 1 week Vehicle operation Safety rule training,
surveys Materials handling inspection

Lifting
Pinch points

Soil and discrete groundwater 4 weeks Rotating equipment Safety rule training, site
sampling using a direct-push Lifting control, emergency
method (including concrete Pinch points shutdown devices,
coring to access subsurface Heat stress (particularly decontamination protocols,
media) when wearing PPE) PPE, respirators, air

Chemical exposure monitoring
Radioactivity exposure

Decontamination of equipment Daily Chemical exposure Safety rule training,
Steam and hot water site control,
Chemical cleaners decontamination protocols,

' PPE, respirators,
air monitoring

Demobilization and cleanup 1 week Vehicle operation Safety rule training,
Materials handling inspection
Lifting
Pinch points

Acronym/Abbreviation:
PPE- personal protective equipment
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6.2.3 Vehicle and Heavy Equipment Operation
Field activities will include the operation of support vehicles. Therefore, personnel may
be required to work on or near mechanical, pneumatic, hydraulic, or electrical equipment.
Subcontractor operations involving these types Of equipment, must meet the safety and
health specifications as set forth in United States Army Corps of Engineers Safety and
Health Requirements guidance (USACE 2003) and state and federal Occupational Safety
and Health Administration (OSHA) regulations.

6.2.4 Falling, Slipping, and Tripping
Work-zone surfaces will be maintained in a neat and orderly state to avoid trip hazards.
Tools and materials will not be left randomly on surfaces when not in direct use. The
drilling crew supervisor will assure that the work around each sampling location is
maintained in an orderly state. Plastic sheeting that can create a slip hazard will not be
laid down in areas where foot traffic is expected. All liquids will be containerized, and
spills will be cleaned up immediately or clearly marked with caution tape. Fall protection
will be required for personnel climbing more than 6 feet above the ground.

6.2.5 Work Near Roadways
Field activities may be conducted on roadways. Field activities will be planned and
conducted to minimize safety hazards to field personnel and the public, and to minimize
inconvenience to the traveling public.

Employees performing traffic control will wear orange garments in the daytime and
reflectorized garments after dusk, although work at night is not anticipated at this time.
Work near roadways will be halted during periods of heavy rainfall. Warning signs,
cones, and/or pylons will be used in work zones. A safe distance will be maintained
throughout the work area where pedestrian and bicycle traffic exists. Advance warning
signs will be placed to warn oncoming traffic. Flagmen will be used to direct traffic in
situations where one lane of traffic is impeded.

At the beginning of each field day, the SSHR will review and discuss potential hazards,
safety requirements, general roadway safety, and site-specific roadway safety with the
field sampling crew.

At the completion of field activities on roadways, field personnel will restore the area to
satisfactory condition. All dirt, dust, and debris will be removed from the area at the end
of each day and at the end of the job.

6.2.6 Heat Stress

Heat stress is a health consideration at Alameda Point, particularly when workers wear
personal protective equipment (PPE) for extended periods of time. Weather conditions
characterized by high temperatures and low humidity, combined with the wearing of
PPE, may aggravate heat-stress problems. Standard measures, including designating a
shaded rest area, taking frequent rest breaks, and monitoring workers' heat stress, will be
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used to minimize heat stress. Water and fluids containing electrolytes will be available at
the work site to replenish body fluids.

The SSHR will observe workers for heat-stress symptoms and record observations.
Symptoms of heat stress include profuse sweating, headache, skin flushing, dizziness,
confusion, and rapid heart rate. Body core temperature will be monitored when
conditions warrant. Workers exhibiting a body core temperature of 100.4 °F or greater
(measured at the eardrum) will be removed to a cooler area or activity until body core
temperature returns to below 99 °F. Heat-stress action levels and frequency of core
temperature monitoring are discussed in Section 10.

If persons exhibiting heat-stress symptoms are not treated, the condition can elevate to
heat stroke. Heat stroke is typically manifested by hot, dry skin with a body core
temperature of 104 °F or greater. Heat stroke can be fatal if treatment is delayed. If a
person shows signs of heat stroke, his/her core temperature will immediately be reduced
by using cold packs, cold water wipes, or immersion. The heat-stroke victim will be
transported to a professional medical facility while the core temperature is being reduced
or immediately afterwards.

6.2.7 Energized Equipment and Electrocution
Available Navy, Alameda Point, and City of Alameda utility maps will be reviewed
before fieldwork. Underground utility clearance will be completed before subsurface
investigation activities are begun. Furthermore, a hand auger will be advanced 4 to' 5 feet
bgs in each borehole to check manually for obstructions. Overhead utility lines and
obstructions will also be checked.

6.3 RADIATION HAZARDS

The following subsections discuss the radiation hazards associated with the fieldwork at
the site. A more comprehensive discussion of radiation hazards is presented in the
Progranl Safety and Health Plan (BNI 1997).

6.3.1 Ionizing Radiation
Ionizing radiation arises from nuclear isotopic sources such as radiography calneras and
radium devices (buttons, plaques, and needles) and from energized sources such as X-ray
machines, accelerators, and high-voltage equipment. Information presented in the
Environmental Baseline Survey (ERM-West 1994) indicated that radioactive materials
(cesium and uranium oxide) may have been present historically indoors and outdoors of
the ignition shop at Building 66 (AOC 23). Action levels for radionuclides are
summarized in Section 10.

6.3.2 Solar Radiation

During summer, workers must wear covering clothing or sunblock to minimize the
harmful effects of the sun's rays on the skin, especially where a shaded area is not readily
available.
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6.4 INDUSTRIAL HAZARDS

Program activities at IR Site 35 may expose personnel to various industrial hazards. The
following subsections present a summary of the expected common industrial hazards.
Note that description of confined space entry below is included as a reminder only; no
confined space entry will be conducted during this investigation. Sampling of storm
sewer locations (confined spaces) will be conducted with tools lowered into the sewer.
Members of the field team will not enter the storm sewer.

6.4.1 Underground and Overhead Utilities
Since buried underground utilities may be presen t near proposed sampling locations, a
search using specialized cable detection equipment will be conducted prior to intrusive
activities. In addition, a hand auger will be advanced 4 to 5 feet bgs at all locations
before mechanically intrusive equipment is used. Overhead utility lines and obstructions
will also be checked.

6.4.2 Confined Space Entry
Entry into confined spaces presents a serious risk of exposure to significant safety or
health hazards. No section of confined space is entered if sampling and/or visual
inspection can be performed outside the space. On all Navy CLEAN projects, all
confined space entry must be planned and executed in accordance with CLEAN PP SH
5.1.3, Confined Space Entries. Tunnels considered "permit-required confined spaces"
require the use of all aspects of CLEAN PP SH 5.1.3 and Title 29 Code of Federal
Reguhltions (CFR) 1910.146. Employees associated with this work receive training in
accordance with 29 CFR 1910.146. Training is required for entrants, attendants, entry
supervisors, gas monitors, and rescue personnel.

All spaces must be tested prior to entry in accordance with PP SH 5.1.3. Atmospheric
testing includes oxygen content, flammability limit, hydrogen sulfide, and toxic gases
using photoionization detectors or flame ionization detectors and/or detector tubes.

No confined space entry will be conducted during the fieldwork for IR Site 35.

6.5 CHEMICAL HAZARDS

Table 6-2 presents a list of selected contaminants suspected to be present in soil and
groundwater during field activities. The toxicological properties of each selected
contaminant are also described in the table.

6.6 BIOLOGICAL HAZARDS

The SSHR will screen the area for biological hazards during the initial site visit and will
discuss any problems with base personnel during the prework preview. Multiple
biological hazards are present at the site. The most common hazards anticipated are
discussed below.
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Table 6-2 (continued)

Sampling Method Exposure
Chemical Exposure Limits Target Organs Symptoms and/or Media Routes

Semivolatile Organic Compounds and Polynuclear Aromatic Hydrocarbons (continued)

naphthalene AL: NE Eyes, skin, blood, Irritated eyes; headache; confusion; Charcoal filter Inhalation,
PEL: 10ppm liver, kidneys, CNS excitement; malaise; nausea, vomiting, skin absorption,

STEL: 15ppm abdominal pain; profuse sweating;jaundice; ingestion, contact
TLV: 10ppm irritated bladder, blood in urine, hemoglobin

IDLH: 250 ppm present in urine, renal shutdown; inflamed
skin; eye inflammationand irritation,
corneal damage

Pesticides

4,,i'-DDT AL: NE Eyes, skin, CNS, Irritated eyes and skin; tingling sensation on Particulate filter Inhalation,
PEL: 1mg/m3 kidneys, liver, PNS tongue, lips, face; tremors; apprehension; skin absorption,

STEL: NE dizziness; confusion; malaise; headache; ingestion, contact
TLV: 1mg/m3 fatigue; convulsions; slight paralysis of

IDLH: 500 mg/m3 hands; vomiting; carcinogen; liver, lung, and
lymphatic tumors in animals

Polychlorinated Biphenyis
Aroclor 1254 AL: NE Skin, eyes, liver, Irritated eyes, chloracne, liver damage, Florisil filter, Inhalation,

PEL: 0.5 mg/m3 reproductive system; reproductive effects hexane GC/ECD skin contact,
STEL: None tumors of the pituitary ingestion
TLV: 0.5 mg/m3 gland and liver;

IDLH: 5.0 mg/m3 leukemia in animals

Metals

arsenic AL: NE Liver, kidneys, skin, Ulceration of the nasal septum, dermatitis, 0.8-micron Inhalation,
PEL: 0.01mg/m3 lungs, lymphatic GI disturbances, respiratory irritation, MCEF filter ingestion,

STEL: NE system cancer peripheral hyperpigmentation of the skin; skin contact
TLV: 0.01mg/m3 carcinogen

IDLH: 5 mg/m3

lead AL: 30 gg/m3 Eyes, GI tract, CNS, Irritated eyes; weakness; fatigue; insomnia; 0.8-micron Inhalation,
PEL: 50 gg/m3 kidneys, blood, gum facialpallor; pale eyes; anorexia, MCEF filter ingestion, contact

STEL: NE tissue malnutrition, low weight; abdominal pain;
TLV: 0.05 mg/m3 anemia;.tremors;gingival lead line; paralysis

IDLH: I00 mg/m3 of wrist, ankles; degenerative brain disease;
kidney disease; highblood pressure?

,.,q

(table continues)
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Table 6-2 (continued)

Sampling Method Exposureca
Chemical Exposure Limits Target Organs Symptoms and/or Media Routes

?
co Metals (continued)

manganese AL: NE Respiratory system, Degenerative brain changes; weakness; Filter Inhalation,
PEL: 0.2 mg/m 3 CNS, blood, kidneys insomnia; mental confusion; metal fume ingestion

STEL: NE fever; dry throat, coughing, chest tightness,
TLV: 0.2 mg/m 3 dyspnea; tales; flu-like fever; lower back

IDLH: 500 mg/m3 pain; vomiting; malaise; fatigue; kidney
damage

Common Asphyxiants

methane LEL: 5.3% d d Combustible Inhalation

UEL: 15% gas meter/oxygen
FP: -306 °F meter

Lighterthan
air

Notes:
a ALs, PELs: 29 CFR 1910, Subpart Z; toxic and hazardous substances: General IndustrySafety Orders, California CFR, Title 8, Article 5155
b IDLH, harmful effects, symptoms, method of analysis and routes of exposure: Pocket Guide to Chemical Hazards (NIOSH 2003)
c TLVs, STELs (ACGIH 2004)
d simple asphyxiants are inert gases or vapors; when present in high concentrations in air,a number of gases and vapors act primarily as simple

asphyxiants without other significant physiologic effects; a TLV may not be recommended for each simple asphyxiant because the limiting factor is the
available oxygen; the minimal oxygen content should be 18 percent by volume under normal atmospheric pressure (equivalent to a partial pressure,
pO2of 135torr); atmospheres deficient in 02 do not provide adequate warning, and most simple asphyxiants are odorless; several simple asphyxiants
present an explosion hazard; this factor should be taken into account in limiting the concentration of the asphyxiant

Acronyms/Abbreviations:
AL - action level MCEF - mixed cellular ester fiber
CFR - Code of Federal Regulations mg/m3- milligrams per cubic meter
CNS- central nervous system NE - not established
DDT - dichlorodiphenyltrichloroethane NIOSH - National Institute for Occupational Safety and Health
ECD- electron capture detector 02 - oxygen
°F - degrees Fahrenheit PEL - permissible exposure limit
FP - flash point PNS - peripheral nervous system
GC - gas chromatography pO2 -- partial pressure of oxygen
GI - gastrointestinal ppm - parts per million
IDLH - immediate danger to life and health STEL - short-term exposure limit
LEL - lower explosive limit TLV - threshold limit value
pg/m3 - micrograms per cubic meter UEL - upper explosive limit
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6.6.1 Spiders and Insects

Hazards for fieldwork activities include spiders (black widow and brown recluse) and
insects (wasps and yellow jackets).

Prior to fieldwork, personnel with known allergic responses to insect/spider stings or
bites will be identifed and field supervisors made aware of this condition. In all cases,
personnel suspected of having been bitten by either a black widow or brown recluse
spider will receive medical attention. The venom from the brown recluse spider is
capable of causing coma and kidney failure in its victim.

During the fieldwork, the field crew will look for evidence of spiders (e.g., spider webs)
prior to direct-push sampling. The field crew will be wearing PPE (gloves) that will
provide additional protection from exposure to insects and spiders. The Program Safety
and Health Plan, Section 6.9.2 (BNI 1997), provides a more detailed discussion on the
effects of spider bites and bee stings.

6.6.2 Hantavirus

Hantaviruses have been detected in mice and voles. Exposure to a hantavirus can result
in hantavirus pulmonary syndrome, a rare though potentially deadly respiratory disease
with a fatality rate of approximately 50 percent (CDC 2003). Mice and voles are the

(_ primary reservoir for hantaviruses. These rodents shed the virus in their saliva, urine, andfeces, and virus-containing particles or droplets can become airborne. The virus can then
be spread when people breathe contaminated air. The Centers for Disease Control and
Prevention recommend avoiding contact with or disturbing mice, mouse burrows,
infested areas, and nesting sites.

6.6.3Arenavirus

Arenaviruses have also been documented in rodents. Like hantaviruses, arenaviruses are
believed to be transmitted to humans through inhalation of airborne particles or droplets
contaminated with an arenavirus from the urine, feces, or saliva of infected rodents.
Human infection from an arenavirus is rare; however, it can result in a fatal respiratory
disease. Precautions used to minimize exposure to a hantavirus should also be used to
reduce potential exposure to an arenavirus.

6.6.4 West Nile Virus

West Nile virus has been detected in California. This virus is primarily transmitted
among wild birds by infected mosquitoes; however, infected mosquitoes also can
transmit the virus to humans (DHS 2004). Most humans infected with the virus have
either no symptoms or a mild flu-like illness lasting a few days. In rare cases, the virus
can cause inflammation of the brain, a condition called encephalitis. Potential exposure
increases during mosquito season (i.e., May to October). Precautions to prevent infection
include decreasing exposure to mosquitoes by wearing long-sleeved shirts and long pants
and applying insect repellent containing N,N-diethyl-meta-toluamide (DEET).
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SITE CONTROL

For work conducted for this project, a site control program will be established in accordance with
PP SH 5.1.2, Safe Work Operation Process (BNI 2004), based on site-specific characteristics.

7.1 SITE WORK AUTHORIZATION

Field activities will be authorized under a hazardous work permit (HWP) system. HWPs
may be prepared either for general activities at a number of site work areas with similar
hazards and control measures or for a specific activity and location. The SSHR and field
crew will prepare HWPs before beginning fieldwork. HWPs will be prepared in
accordance with PP SH 5.1.2.

7.2 CONTROLLED AREA DESIGNATION

For intrusive field activities such as direct-push sampling operations, precautions will be
taken to assure that only authorized personnel with the proper training and PPE enter
work areas associated with the operation of heavy equipment and/or the potential for
exposure to hazardous conditions/materials. In these areas, access is controlled with
caution tape and/or barricades. At SSHR discretion, a three-zone controlled area system
may be established, including an inner "exclusion zone" (contaminated area), a
"contamination reduction zone" (decontamination area), and an outer "support" zone.
While in the support zone, workers will not be exposed to hazardous conditions.

7.3 ACCESS CONTROL

While overseeing activities during the remedial investigation at IR Site 35, the SSHR will
compile an Authorized Personnel Roster. Only individuals listed on the roster will be
permitted in controlled areas.
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DECONTAMINATION

The primary focus of any decontamination program is to minimize the spread of contaminated
material beyond a given location. Each field location will have a decontamination station based
on the level of exposure established by the Safety and Health Manager and the HWP. When
Level C or modified Level D PPE is used, the standard decontamination protocol for Level C
PPE will be as set forth in PP SH 4.3, Personnel and Equipment Decontamination (BNI 2004).
When modified Level D PPE is used, a minimal decontamination procedure (washing exposed
skin with soap and water) will be required.

8.1 PERSONNEL DECONTAMINATION

A decontamination station will be established for each field sampling location chosen for
this study. Field activities include dii-ect-push sampling. These activities may present an
exposure risk to personnel. A three-station decontamination system will be used on an
as-needed basis.

8.2 VEHICLE AND EQUIPMENT DECONTAMINATION

During field activities, the use of a variety of heavy equipment, vehicles, and small
equipment is anticipated. The level of potential contamination for vehicles and
equipment at this site is low for support vehicles used for nonintrusive field activities and

(_) medium for intrusive activities in potentially contaminated sites.
Access routes from a given work area to the decontamination area will be via the shortest
route practicable. To minimize the potential for contaminated material being released
en route, gross contamination will be removed from each vehicle before it leaves the
exclusion zone. If removal of gross contaminants is impracticable for some items, these
items will be wrapped in plastic prior to transport.

8.3 APPAREL DECONTAMINATION

Single-use PPE clothing will be disposed in accordance with the Investigation-Derived
Waste (lOW) Management Plan and Section 21, Spill Prevention and Control Measures.

8.4 HAZARDOUS WASTE MINIMIZATION PRACTICES

Perso_mel working in controlled areas will work to minimize the generation of hazardous
waste. Disposal materials, wrapping, and packaging will not be brought into controlled
areas unless required to prevent cross contamination. Separate waste containers will be
set up for trash, nonhazardous waste, and potentially hazardous waste.

8.5 TESTING REQUIREMENTS FOLLOWING DECONTAMINATION

The SSHR will inspect all items and equipment before they are transported from
controlled areas for proper decontamination. Generally, visual inspection (after wet
wiping) of items used within controlled areas is sufficient, eliminating the need to test for
chemical contamination.
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8.6 CERTIFICATION OF DECONTAMINATION

A certification of decontamination will be prepared prior to releasing any government-
furnished equipment from areas where field activities are conducted to uncontrolled
areas. The SSHR will maintain a decontamination record log for all other equipment.

8.7 SUBCONTRACTOR REQUIREMENTS

Subcontractors will notify the SSHR before removing equipment from controlled areas.

8.8 DECONTAMINATION AREA ARRANGEMENTS

Specific areas will be designated for waste storage, vehicle and equipment decontamination,
emergency supplies, and other necessary equipment. An exclusion zone will be set up
around drilling areas.

8.8.1 Waste Storage Area
A waste storage area will be established at Alameda Point in a fenced area adjacent to
Building 112 for temporary storage of IDW. All IDW will be contained during field
activities and transported to the waste storage area. This area is limited to waste storage
activities only. Any fieldwork that may cause the spread of contaminated IDW outside
the waste storage area is prohibited.

8.8.2 Decontamination Process

Soil samples and discrete groundwater samples will be collected using direct-push
technology or an equivalent method. Monitoring well samples will be collected using a
nondedicated pump and flexible tubing. Sediment samples will be collected using
disposal equipment if possible. Decontamination will only be required for the down-hole
sampling equipment (less than 20 feet of 2-inch-diameter pipes, sampling tools, and a
hand auger) for each location; a groundwater pump and tubing for each monitoring well;
and reusable sediment sampling equipment, if any. The three-station decontamination
system or steam cleaning station (for large equipment) will be set up on and contained by
a plastic sheet, placed within the bed of a pick-up truck or similar field vehicle.
Decontamination fluids will be transferred daily to the IDW staging area adjacent to
Building 112.
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HAZARD MONITORING

During field activities, any potentially toxic air contaminants, including VOCs and explosive
gases, will be monitored..Monitoring instruments to be used during site activities include a
flame ionization detector (e.g., organic vapor [OV] analyzer), combustible gas indicator, and
colorimetric indicator tubes, including those specific for benzene and vinyl chloride. Table 10-1
summarizes instrument calibration and maintenance procedures.

10.1 CHEMICAL AGENT MONITORING

Chemical monitoring will be conducted during aU intrusive operations. During direct-
push sampling activities, monitoring will be conducted both at the borehole and near
workers' breathing zones. VOCs will be monitored for at the borehole and near workers'
breathing zones, while explosive gases will only be monitored at the borehole.
Table 10-2 summarizes the action levels for compounds. Table 10-3 specifies methods
and frequencies for chemical agent monitoring.

10.2 ENVIRONMENTAL MONITORING

If contaminant exposures reach action levels in workers' breathing zones and work
continues (in Level C protection), perimeter monitoring will be conducted at the outer
edge of the controlled area. If contaminants reach action levels in any perimeter
area, work will be suspended until engineering controls or natural ventilation allows
ambient area contaminant concentrations to fall below action levels (i.e., to within the
acceptable range).

10.3 AREA MONITORING

Where intrusive activities are performed, monitoring will be conducted in those areas
suspected to be contaminated with VOCs, SVOCs, or any combination of contaminants.
Direct-reading monitoring will be performed for detection of VOCs in air (see Table 10-2
for action levels).

10.4 PERSONNEL MONITORING

Personnel monitoring will be initiated if the action levels for VOCs and/or radionuclides
are equaled or exceeded (Tables 10-2 and 10-4) and/or if personnel are required to work
using respiratory protection for periods of more than 1 hour. In addition, personnel
monitoring for health stress will be conducted if heat stress is a health consideration
during fieldwork (Table 10-5).

Based on previous investigations at areas near IR Site 35, petroleum hydrocarbons may
exist in subsurface soil and groundwater in corrective action areas near the site
(Figure 10-1). Field personnel performing intrusive subsurface activities near these
corrective action areas may encounter combustible gases. Personnel will continuously
monitor lower explosive limits and follow the action levels and protection actions listed
in Table 10-2.
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Table 10-1
Instrument Calibration and Maintenance Information

Instrument Calibration Data

FID Each day, zero andspanwith ambientairandmethanestandards.
Calibratewith a low-rangeandmid-rangestandard,or calibrateat
10 partspermillion on both scales. Adjustzero andspan hourlyor
whenever zero appears to drift.

Combustible gas indicator Calibrate daily with methane or gas mixture (nominal 50 percent
lower explosive limit).

Ear-insertable core temperature monitor Check response daily before work begins, if monitor is required.

Drager tubes and pump Verify tubes are not expired. Test pump for leakage before use.
Single-use only; no field calibration required.

Oxygen sensor Each day, check with ambient air away from any sources of
contamination. Adjust reading whenever "ambient air reading"
appears to drift.

Acronym/Abbreviation:
FID - flame ionization detector
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Table 10-2
MonitoringMethods andAction Levels for"

Uncharacterizeda Mixtures Using Screening Survey Instruments

Hazard Method Action Level b Protection Action

Total organic vapor FID Background to 2 ppm No action required
above background

> 2 ppm Air-purifying respirator, full-face, Level C
protection with appropriate cartridges

> 5 ppm Air-purifying respirator, full-face, Level C
protection, personnel monitoring required
to identify contaminants

> l 0 ppm Supplied air protection, Level B

> 50 ppm STOP WORK

Combustible gas Explosimeter < 10% LEL No action required

10 to 20% LEL Start continuous monitoring; permit only
classified electrical equipment and
nonsparking tools

> 20% LEL STOP WORK; ascertain source of gas

Oxygen concentration Oxygen analyzer < 19.5% v/v Leave area; evaluate reason for deficiency;monitor again remotely or with IDLH
entry program

19.5 to 20.5% v/v Slight deficiency; continue continuous
monitoring

20.5 to 21.0% v/v Normal range

> 22.0% v/v Elevated reading; check calibration;
investigate cause; STOP any potential
spark-producing activity

Notes:
a carcinogenic and highly toxic materials not verified absent from atmosphere
b all action levels are readings observed above background; verify absence of highly toxic

compounds as necessary (e.g., vinyl chloride, methylene chloride, benzene)

Acronyms/Abbreviations:
FID - flame ionization detector
IDLH - immediately dangerous to life and health
LEL- lower explosive limit
ppm - parts per million
v/v - volume per volume
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Table 10-3 •
Chemical/Physical Agent Monitoring Requirements

Scope of Chemical/ Responsible
Work Task Hazard Instrument Party Initial Frequency

Low Hazard

Decontaminationof Organicvapor FID SSHR At SSHR discretion
equipment

Moderate Hazard

Subsurface soil and Organic vapor FID SSHR Start of task, hourly,
continuous if zone of

groundwater sampling Explosivegases Explosimeter contamination encountered

Acronyms/Abbreviations:
FID -flame ionization detector
SSHR - site safety and health representative

Table 10-4
Action Levels for Radionuclides

Type of Measurement Action Level Action

External gamma > 0.1 milliroentgens per hour (mR/hour) Contact Safety and Health Manager

Beta-gamma contamination > 2 × area background level Contact Safety and Health Manager

Alpha contamination > 2 × area background level Contact Safety and Health Manager

Table 10-5
Action Levels for Heat Stress

Type of Measurement Action Level Action

Ear insertable core temperature > 100.4 °F Remove from work

Ear insertable core temperature < 99 °F Return to work

Acronym/Abbreviation:
°F - degrees Fahrenheit
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Section 11

PERSONAL PROTECTIVE EQUIPMENT

Based on analytical results for soil and groundwater samples collected and tested during previous
investigations at IR Site 35, the anticipated level of PPE for most of the field activities will be
Level D and modified Level D. Modified Level D will be required if splashes from chemicals or
physical contact with contaminated soil and groundwater is likely during sampling. Level C PPE
will be required where the levels of contaminants exceed the action levels listed in Section 10.

As summarized in Table 11-1, Level D PPE includes the following:

• hardhat

• safetyglasses

• normalworkclothes,includinglongpantsand steel-toedleatherworkboots

In addition to the above-listed items, chemical-resistant gloves will be mandatory during all
sampling activities.

Modified Level D PPE includes the following:

• Tyvek or polyethylene-coated Tyvek suits

• latexornitrilegloves

• hardhats

(_ • safety glasses

• normalworkclothes,includinglongpants andsteel-toedleatherworkboots

• overboots

Level C PPE includes modified Level D PPE plus a full-face respirator with high-efficiency
particulate air (HEPA) and OV cartridges.
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Table 11-1
Personal Protective Equipment

(for potential or actual chemical exposure)

Task Hazard Level Body Respirator Skin Other

Direct-pushsoil Minimal D or Normalwork Full-facewith Latexor Hardhat
and groundwater chemical Mod. D* clothes HEPA and OV nitrile gloves Safety glasses
sampling, exposure Long pants cartridges ready Steel-toed leather
monitoring well for use work boots
sampling,and storm
sewer sediment
sampling

Decontamination Skin Mod. D Polyethylene- Full-face with Latex or Hard hat
of equipment, contact coated Tyvek HEPA and OV nitrile gloves Safety glasses
controlling spread suit cartridges ready Steel-toed leather
of contamination for use work boots

Site walkover Minimal D Normal work NA NA Hard hat
Geophysical survey chemical clothes Safety glasses
Land survey exposure Long pants Steel-toed leather

work boots

Note:
* where the potential for heat stress exists, modified Level D may be downgraded to Level D if

continuous monitoring verifies the absence of organic vapor

Acronyms/Abbreviations:
HEPA - high-efficiency particulate air
Mod - modified
NA - not applicable
OV - organic vapor (filter)
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Section 12

HAZARD COMMUNICATION PROGRAM

An OSHA-compliant hazard communication program will be implemented in accordance with
PP SH 1.9, Hazard Communication Program (BNI 2004). Material Safety Data Sheets for
all chemicals used on-site will be available from the SSHR along with the written safety and
health plans.

Environmental samples of soil and groundwater from IR Site 35 covered by this SSHP are not
expected to meet contamination criteria that would require implementation of special training,
packaging, and shipment, in accordance with United States Department of Transportation
requirements. In the unlikely event that sample results indicate levels of contaminants meeting
these criteria, shipment of further samples will be discontinued until the appropriate training is
conducted and special shipping arrangements are made.
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Section 14

TRAINING ASSIGNMENTS

A matrix summarizing training requirements for CLEAN personnel, subcontractor supervisors
and personnel, visitors, and vendors is presented in Table 14-l.

Table 14-1
Training Assignment Matrix

24-Hour

40-Hour 8-Hour Supervised Site- CLEAN First Aid/ Oxygen
Category Basic Refresher Experience Specific Orientation CPR Qualified

CLEAN employee X X X X X X a Xb

CLEAN or Xc X c Xa Xa X a Xb
subcontractor
supervisor

Subcontractor X¢ X c X d X d X a X b

Visitor Xe X € X

Vendor X_ X € X

Notes:
a at a given field location during fieldwork, a minimum of two people will be on-site who have a valid

certificate in basic first aid/CPR from the American Red Cross (or equivalent documented training)
b at remote sites, a minimum of two people will be qualified to deliver oxygen
c the requirement for 40-hour basic and 8-hour refresher training for land survey and geophysical

subcontractors will be made on a case-by-case basis by the CLEAN SHM
d site-specific and CLEAN orientation may be combined for non-CLEAN personnel
e for vendors/visitors requiring controlled-area access to work on contaminated equipment

Acronyms/Abbreviations:
CLEAN - Comprehensive Long-Term Environmental Action Navy
CPR - cardiopulmonary resuscitation
SHM - Safety and Health Manager
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Section 16
EMERGENCY RESPONSE PLAN

In the event of a medical emergency or fire during fieldwork at IR Site 35, call the standard
"911" emergency telephone number from the on-site mobile phone or any public phone. A
mobile telephone will be available during all field activities. At each work location, the SSHR
and/or field team leader will verify on a daily basis that mobile phones are operational. Since
fieldwork at IR Site 35 will be conducted at several large areas, the central emergency meeting
location for all field personnel will be designated during the safety and health briefing at the
beginning of each day.

Table 16-1 lists pertinent emergency phone numbers. Table 16-2 lists emergency facility
locations. Table 16-3 lists City of Alameda, Navy, and CLEAN Program emergency notification
contacts. All project vehicles will maintain a copy of this section (Section 16), together with the
appropriate emergency maps, in a readily accessible location at all times.

The emergency facility located closest to Alameda Point is the Alameda Hospital. The hospital
address is 2070 Clinton Avenue (Figure 16-1).

As part of the site-specific safety and health briefing at the beginning of each day, the SSHR will
describe the route to both the emergency meeting location and the nearest hospital. As shown on
Figure 16-1, the route from the old East Gate of Alameda Point to the hospital is as follows.

1. Exit through the old East Gate.

2. Turn fight onto Main Street.

3. Stay on Main Street as it curves and heads south.

4. Go through the traffic light at Pacific A_cenueby making a slightjog to the left.
The street will turn into Central Avenue.

5. Follow Central Avenue as it curves and heads east (it will become Highway 61).

6. Bear to the fight onto Encinal Avenue (at the intersection of Central Avenue
and Sherman).

7. Turn fight onto Willow Street.

8. Turn fight onto Clinton Avenue and take immediate first leR into the emergency
entrance of the hospital.

16.1 EMERGENCY EQUIPMENT

The following additional emergency equipment will be maintained in ready condition at
the site:

• full-face respirators (HEPA/OV) (two of each size)

• coveralls, SARANEX (four)

• spill cleanup and control supplies (one kit)
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Table 16-1
Emergency Phone Numbers

(to be posted by Site Safety and Health Representative at all phone locations)

Emergency Number Contact Notes

Medical 911 Emergency operator

Fire 911 Emergency operator

Police 911 Emergency operator

Medical center General information: Alameda Hospital
(510) 522-3700 2070 Clinton Avenue

Emergency care center: Alameda, California
(510) 523-4357

REPORTING AN EMERGENCY:

When calling for assistance in an emergency situation, the following information should
be provided:

• name of the person making the call

• telephone number at the location of the person making the call

• name of the injured person (if known)

• nature of incident

• actions already taken

• location of the incident

• what assistance is needed

IMPORTANT! DO NOT HANG UP UNTIL THE OPERATOR HAS ALL THE
INFORMATION NEEDED.

To ensure that senior management is aware of and has the opportunity to engage in the
response to medical emergencies and/or fires, the Safety and Health Manager (SHM) will
be immediately notified by the SSHR. The lead geologist and/or SSHR will also contact
the CTO Leader/Project Manager to inform them of the emergency event. It is the
responsibility of the SHM to inform the Navy CLEAN Program Manager, who will
notify the appropriate Bechtel Environmental, Inc., management of the event.

The Resident Officer in Charge of Construction and Remedial Project Manager will also
be notified by the SSHR.
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Table 16-2
Emergency Facilities Locations

Facility Nearest Location Alternative Location

Safety shower Not required Not applicable

Portable deluge Each work area Support vehicle

Decontamination area Each work area Support vehicle

Eyewash Each work area Support vehicle

First-aid kit Each work area Support vehicle

Other emergency supplies Each work area Support vehicle

Emergency oxygen Not required Not applicable

Fire extinguishers Each work area Support vehicle

Table 16-3
Site and Program Emergency Notification Contacts

Contact Telephone

Project Manager, Janet Argyres (415) 768-9917

Contract Task Order Leader, Eric Johansen (619) 744-3091

Site Safety and Health Representative, Gary Yao (415) 768-7188

Safety and Health Manager, Anil Dharmapal (619) 744-3099

Remedial Project Manager, Greg Lorton (619) 532-0953

Environmental Compliance Manager, Doug DeLong (415) 743-4713 and (510) 772-8832-Cell

ROICC Project Engineer, Gregory Grace (510) 749-5940 and (510) 755-5884-Cell

Bechtel Environmental, Inc., San Diego and San Francisco Offices (619) 687-8700 and (415) 768-1234

Kleinfelder, San Diego Office (858) 320-2004

Brown and Caldwell, San Diego Office (858) 514-8822

Dean Ryan Consultants and Designers, Inc., Los Angeles Office (213) 687-1130

Acronym/Abbreviation:
ROICC- ResidentOfficerinChargeof Construction
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16.2 COMMUNICATIONS
Readily accessible communication devices will be maintained on-site. Communication
devices will be tested at least once per shift and at each new work location. The SSHR
will always have a radio or phone in his/her possession. At least one working mobile
phone is required on-site at all times. A cell phone and/or radio will be used for normal
communications as well as during emergencies.
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Section 21

SPILL PREVENTION AND CONTROL MEASURES

This section discusses spill prevention, control, and containment and emergency response in the
event of a spill:

21.1 SPILL PREVENTION, CONTROL, AND CONTAINMENT
Chemicals or hazardous substances could be spilled during site tasks as a result of:

• transportation accidents;

• improper packaging practices;

• rupturing of tanks, drums, or other storage containers; or

• improper handling of hazardous materials during off-loading.

The emergency plan will be activated in the event of unplanned spills of hazardous or
unknown substances. In the event of any spill at the site, the field team leader and SSHR

are to be notified immediately by whoever first witnesses the emergency event.

21.1.1 Facilityand GeneralPrevention/ControlMeasures
The following specific measures for spill prevention and control include procedures to be

implemented in the field by CLEAN field personnel to reduce the possibility of liquid

waste spillage, as well as actions to be taken if a spill occurs.

21.1.1.1 PREVENTIVE MEASURES

Preventive measures include the following activities.

• Inspect 55-gallon drums, bins, and/or Baker tanks for visible defects (e.g., holes,
corrosion) upon delivery to the site.

• Inspect all 55-gallon drums upon delivery to the site to assure that each drum
includes a resealable lid or a resealable lid with a small resealable sampling port
(bung) near the top, on the side, or on the lid, and that the closure is not
deformed or distorted.

• Set the 55-gallon drums on wooden pallets to facilitate transport via forklift
(if necessary).

• Transfer contents of 55-gallon drums to a Baker tank prior to concluding each
work period.

• Perform weekly inspections of the storage area including 55-gallon drums, bins,
and/or Baker tanks while they are being filled and immediately 'after they are
relocated to a temporary on-site storage area to check for possible leaks.

• Select flat areas for temporary storage away from high-traffic zones and storm
or sewer drains.

Art.D,SSHP- RIWorkPlan,IRSite35,AOCs inTransferParcel EDC-5,AlamedaPoint page D21-1
1/13/2006 10:20:54 AM trm I:\word_processing_reports_alameda\clean3_ctoO77_dwp\draft final\sshp_2005117a.doc



CLEAN 3
CTO-0077/0040
January 2006

Section21 SpillPreventionand ControlMeasures

21.1.1.2 SPILL CONTAINMENT AND CONTROL

The following actions will be taken by CLEAN field personnel assigned to the field
activities in the event of a spill.

• The site coordinator (field team leader) and SSHR are to be notified
immediately.

• Workers not involved in spill containment and/or cleanup will evacuate the
immediate area to reduce the likelihood of spreading contamination or being
exposed to contamination.

• Designated emergency response personnel attired in SARANEX coveralls and
Level C PPE (if applicable) will proceed to the spill area with a spill cleanup
and control kit that includes absorbent materials.

• Attempts will be made to stop the source(s) of spillage immediately.

• The SSHR will monitor for exposure to chemicals or hazardous substances
during spill cleanup work.

• The SSHR will stay at the spill area until the area has been cleared, inspected,

and readied for reentry.

• A spill incident report will be prepared by the SSHR.

• If the spill is of a known or potentially hazardous waste and the waste is stored
under the 90-day accumulation rule, additional reports required by state law will
be prepared.

21.1.2 Spill Prevention
The purpose of this section is to provide planning instructions for response to spills of
IDW or other hazardous materials stored for disposal at the Alameda Point waste storage
site location. IDW will be stored in a fenced area adjacent to Building 112 on Alameda
Point. The field team leader, waste storage area supervisor, and any other designated
individuals must identify situations having potential for hazardous material releases.
The IDW storage area inspection log is used and maintained as part of the storage area
facility record. This form can be found in CLEAN Standard Operating Procedure 22,
Investigation-Derived Waste Management (BNI 2004). The IDW storage area inspection
log identifies items that will be checked weekly at each IDW storage area operation.
Weekly inspections of the IDW storage area and emergency response supplies are to be
performed by the SSHR during the operations phase.

21.1.3 Spill Containment
Each IDW spill, leak, or incident will be assessed by the field team leader, waste area
storage supervisor, or other qualified individual promptly upon discovery. This
assessment will be conducted to characterize the degree of hazard to personnel and the
environment and to implement effective control procedures. The responsible individual
should attempt to determine the following information:
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• type of materials released, container types, and storage location

• amount of materials released or at risk of being released

• location and direction of flow of the release

• hazardous characteristics of the released material

• occurrences due to spill (e.g., fire, injury, illnesses, damage to environment)

The assessment will include possible environmental and human-health hazards from the
release including inhalation exposure, water runoff, and chemical agents used to control
the emergency.

Table 21-1 lists suggested site-specific spill control equipment to choose from, location,
and capabilities to be maintained for each IDW storage area.

21.1.4 Personal Protective Equipment
An HWP for the waste storage area will be prepared to indicate the appropriate PPE for
an emergency response. This HWP will be updated based on the hazard potential for any
particular waste stored. An emergency response team (ERT) composed of CTO-0077
field personnel will use the PPE ensemble specified by the HWP until the release has
been characterized or until relieved by base ERT members. PPE for spill containment
operations, which will be maintained ready for use, include two sets of the following:

• hard hats

• safety goggles

,, rubber boots (at least knee length) with toe protection

• chemical-resistant inner and outer gloves

• SARANEX-coated Tyvek coveralls with hoods

• full-face air-purifying respirators with OV/acid gas/HEPA cartridges

21.1.5 Monitoring
While the ERT is cleaning the spill, the SSHR will monitor for chemical exposures.
During the cleanup, direct-reading instrumentation will be employed, including a
photoionization detector and/or flame ionization detector and colorimetric indicator
tubes, if indicated. Personnel monitoring using sampling pumps and collection media
such as activated charcoal tubes may also be employed, depending on the SSHR
assessment.
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Table 21-1
Suggested Containment Equipment

Item Capability Location

Absorbent10-poundbag (minimum)or Absorb contentsof a single drumof liquid Emergencysupplybin
sufficient material to contain a 55-gallon or leakage from larger containers of solids within storage area
drum spill (sorbent packs/pillows) or semisolids
compatible with the stored wastes

Shovel, polyethylene (nonsparking Collect spilled material Emergency supply bin
material) long-handled within storage area

Scoop, short-handled Collect spilled material Emergency supply bin
within storage area

Two extra drums or overpacks for Overpack for damaged drum or container Storage area
material storage and disposal to collect used absorbent material

Noncorrodible hand-operated pump for Transfer liquid from damageddrum at Emergency supply bin
liquid transfer, with appurtenances 2 gallons per minute within storage area

Duct tape Seal or join plastic sheet, temporary patch Emergency supply bin
of drums within storage area

Emergency barrier warning tape or Control access to site, warn unauthorized Emergency supply bin
traffic cones personnel within storage area

Heavy-duty plastic bags Collect contaminated trash, personal Emergency supply bin
protective equipment within storage area

Labels for drums Label all generated waste Emergency supply bin
within storage area

Sheet plastic, 6-mil polyethylene or Cover ground, cover waste piles Emergency supply bin
herculite (400 square feet) within storage area

Waming signs Warn unauthorized personnel Posted

Spill kit inventory list Assure kit content complete Emergency supply bin
within storage area

Fire extinguisher Size 3A:40BC Emergency supply bin
within storage area
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21.1.6 Record Keeping
The SSHR and CTO Leader will document the spill in an Incident Report in accordance

with program procedures. The Incident Report will be forwarded to the CLEAN SHM.
Records of all hazardous materials releases will be maintained with the project files and
the facility operating record. Information will include the following:

• time and date of incident

• location of incident

• size of release

• chemicals involved

• names of SSHR and ERT

• cleanup procedures

• unusual or pertinent incidents during the cleanup

• disposition of cleanup waste

• follow-up actions

• government agencies contacted

In addition to the above information, the final Release Report will be maintained in the
project files.

21.1.7 Waste Management
All cleanup materials resulting from an incident will be managed as the initial waste
materials.

21.2 EMERGENCY RESPONSE CALLOUT

A basic emergency plan is incorporated in Section 21 of the Program Safety and Health
Plan (BNI 1997). This plan will be activated in the event of unplanned spills or releases
of h_ardous or unknown substances. This plan provides for designation of an
Emergency Coordinator (EC) and SSHR, and specifies responsibilities during an
emergency. The plan also directs that nonessential workers should leave the immediate
area. This will reduce the likelihood of spreading contamination outside the restricted
area and minimize the number of potentially contaminated, exposed, or injured personnel.

21.2.1 Response Implementation
In the event of an unplanned release or spill of unknown or hazardous substances, the EC
will notify activity-designated personnel who may implement the activity spill-control
plan. The activity will request outside or off-site assistance if required. Once at the site,

-, the EC will designate the spill as a restricted area and only authorized personnel, such as
the ERT, will be permitted within the spill confines. ERT members will be trained to
contain and clean up spills from typical materials and quantities used on the project
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location. The SSHR will set up physical barriers warning unauthorized personnel to stay
clear of the site and provide technical guidance to the ERT as needed.

Once barriers have been established, the EC and SSHR will assess the spill conditions, as
described in the above-mentioned assessment section, and determine whether the spill is
small or large. This determination is based on the following criteria.

• Small spills involve a maximum volume of 55 gallons of a liquid or
a maximum weight of 100 pounds of a solid.

• Large spills involve a volume of liquid greater than 55 gallons or
solids weighing more than 100 pounds.

Small spills may be remediated using absorbent materials. This task will be conducted
by on-site workers, supervised by the SSHR and EC. The SSHR will direct spill
response operations and stay at the spill area until the area has been cleaned, surveyed,
and authorized for reentry.

Action plans for large spills or small spills of highly toxic material should be developed
quickly due to the potential for catastrophic events and off-site environmental
contamination to the groundwater or neighboring facilities.

In the event of large spills, proper safety and health procedures will be established and
communicated to the ERT prior to any control activity. The EC will transfer response to
the Hazardous Materials (HAZMAT) Team.

Until the HAZMAT Team can respond, ERT responsibilities consist of containing the
spill to prevent contamination from spreading to outside areas and keeping unauthorized
personnel from entering the restricted area. The HAZMAT Team is responsible for
actual spill containment and materials release termination in accordance with the activity
spill containment and emergency response plans.

The EC and ERT will provide assistance to the HAZMAT Team upon request and will
stay at the spill area until released, or until the area has been cleaned, surveyed, and
authorized for reentry.

The CTO Leader and SHM will approve the reentry to the site for routine use and will
issue a final release report pertaining to cleanup of the area.

21.2.2 Notification

If, in the EC's assessment, off-site impacts are possible, the EC will immediately notify
the Navy Caretaker Site (CS) Office - San Francisco Bay Area (Doug DeLong, phone
[415] 743-4713 and cell [510] 772-8832). The Navy CS Office will notify off-site
authorities, if necessary. The EC will provide a report for immediate transmission to the
State Office of Emergency Services (or other state-designated agency) containing the
following:

• name and telephone number of reporter

• name and address of facility
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• time and type of incident

• name and quantity of materials involved

• extent of injuries

• possible off-site hazards to human health and/or the environment

The types and quantities of hazardous material spills/releases that could be anticipated at
this site are within the capabilities of control by on-site personnel. However, should an
incident involve a situation that represents potential life-threatening situations or damage
to the environment, the EC will contact the designated activity environmental contacts for
emergency response support. It is the EC's responsibility to notify the Navy CS Office
and relate pertinent information for response purposes. It may also be necessary to
contact federal, state, or local agencies for compliance with environmental and safety and
health regulations. Agency notification is the responsibility of the CTO Leader in
coordination with the Activity Environmental Coordinator.

Prior to reactivation of the facility, the California Environmental Protection Agency
Department of Toxic Substances Control and other appropriate state and local authorities
will be notified that the facility is in compliance with Title 22 California Code of
Regulations Section 66265.56(h).
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AOC area of concern
AST aboveground storage tank

Cal/EPA California Environmental Protection Agency
CLEAN Comprehensive Long-Term Environmental Action Navy
COPC chemical of potential concern
CSF cancer slope factor
CTO contract task order

EBS environmental baseline survey
EDC economic development conveyance
EPC exposure point concentration

FS feasibility study

HHRA human-health risk assessment
HQ hazard quotient

IR Installation Restoration (Program)

_' NAS Naval Air Station

OWS oil/water separator

PAH polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbon
PG Professional Geologist
PPRTV provisional peer reviewed toxicity value
PRG preliminary remediation goal

RAGS (U.S. EPA) Risk Assessment Guidance for Superfund
RID reference dose
RI remedial investigation
RME reasonable maximum exposure

SAP sampling and analysis plan
SI site inspection
SWMU solid waste management unit

UCL upper confidence limit
U.S. EPA United States Environmental Protection Agency
UST underground storage tank
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,_ Section1
INTRODUCTION

This Human-Health Risk Assessment (HHRA) Work Plan provides site-specific guidance related
to HHRAs for the remedial investigation (RI) at Installation Restoration (IR) Program Site 35,
Areas of Concern (AOCs) in Transfer Parcel Economic Development Conveyance (EDC)-5,
Alameda Point, Alameda, California. Transfer Parcel EDC-5 has been identified for early
transfer; to facilitate this transfer, the RI/feasibility study (FS) process for IR Site 35 is being
performed on an accelerated schedule.

IR Site 35 comprises numerous areas within Transfer Parcel EDC-5. Twenty-five AOCs were
recommended for further evaluation in the Site Inspection (SI) Report (BEI 2005). Subsequent
to issuing the SI Report, the list of areas requiring further evaluation was refined by the Navy
and regulatory agencies in four planning meetings held May through July 2005. Polynuclear
aromatic hydrocarbon (PAH) areas were also added to IR Site 35 in response to comments on the
draft RI Work Plan from United States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) and
California Environmental Protection Agency Department of Toxic Substances Control. It was
agreed that the following study areas would be subject to further evaluation at IR Site 35:

• 23 of the 25 AOCs identified in the SI Report

- 2 AOCs (AOCs 19 and 22) were removed from IR Site 35 and included with
adjacent IR Site 6 and Corrective Action Area B, respectively

- 19AOCs (AOCs 1, 2, 3, 5, 6, 8 through 13, 15, 17, 18,20, 21, 23, 24, and 25)
require additional sampling and analysis

- 4 AOCs (AOCs 4, 7, 14,and 16)have sufficient data to perform baseline human-
health risk analyses

• 3 data gap areas

- Environmental Baseline Survey (EBS) Parcel 78

- EBS Parcel 79

- EBS Parcel 205

• 9 solid waste management units (SWMUs)

- 1 oil/water separator (OWS) (OWS 017); OWS 611 was also identified as a
SWMU; however, the SWMU Evaluation Report found that this OWS does not
exist, and the Navy requested that it be removed from the SWMU list
(SulTech 2005)

- 7 aboveground storage tanks (ASTs) (ASTs 016, 039, 152, 173A, 173B, 173C,
and 392)

- 1 underground storage tank (UST) (UST[R]-I 1, also known as Tank 393)

• PAH areas

- PAH areas identified for inclusion in the FS address residual benzo(a)pyrene
equivalent concentrations that are above the Alameda Point screening criterion of
620 micrograms per kilogram but do not drive risk above 104. No additional
samples are proposed in the PAH areas that are outside of AOCs. Some AOCs
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that were identified solely because of the presence of PAils may be incorporated
into the PAH areas. Also, as agreed upon with U.S. EPA on November 14, 2005,
baseline risks will not be calculated for the PAH areas.

DTSC also identified lead-based paint, chlordane, and sanitary and industrial waste sewer lines
as outstanding issues, and requested a comparison of detection limits from previous sampling
results with RI comparison criteria. The Navy has policies for addressing the first two issues and
will follow these policies. The last issue, along with the comparison of detection limits with RI
criteria, will be addressed during the RI, and results will be presented in the RI report. The Navy
and agencies will assess whether additional samples will be needed to resolve these issues and
determine the best timing to collect data, considering the transfer schedule.

Previous investigations identified concentrations of one or more of the following classes of
chemicals in the AOCs in soil and groundwater:

• volatile organic compounds

* total petroleum hydrocarbons

• semivolatile organic compounds, including PAHs

* pesticides and polychlorinated biphenyls

• metals

This HHRA will assess risk to human health from chemicals in soil and groundwater. In order to
conduct multiple risk assessments within the accelerated schedule for IR Site 35, the U.S. EPA
concurred with the following simplifications to the U.S. EPA's baseline risk assessment process.

• Baseline risks will be evaluated for residential receptors only, because residential
risks tend to be higher than those for other receptors such as commercial/industrial
workers due to higher levels of exposure. Therefore, risk levels for residential
receptors are protective of other receptors.

_, Baseline risks will be evaluated for reasonable maximum exposure (RME) only;
central tendency exposure will not be included.

Additionally, the standard U.S. EPA Risk Assessment Guidance for Superfund (RAGS) Part D
tables (U.S. EPA 2001) will be included except that one set of tables, Calculation Tables, will be
provided in an alternative format (but will include all the information in the RAGS table).

1.1 SITE DESCRIPTION

IR Site 35 is located within the central portion of Alameda Point (formerly Naval Air
Station [NAS] Alameda). Alameda Point is located at the western tip of Alameda Island,
which is on the eastern side of San Francisco Bay. In September 1993, the United States
Congress and Base Realignment and Closure Commission designated the former NAS
Alameda for closure. NAS Alameda ceased naval operations in April 1997. The Navy is
currently in the process of transferring the land to the City of Alameda and other federal
agencies. On July 22, 1999, Alameda Point was placed on the National Priorities List
(64 Federal Register 140, 39878-39885, Final Rule, July 22, 1999). The Comprehensive
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Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Information System identification
number for NAS Alameda is CA2170023236.

The 23 AOCs identified at Transfer Parcel EDC-5 are shown on Figure 1-4 of the
Sampling and Analysis Plan (SAP) (Attachment A to the RI Work Plan). The sizes and
shapes of the AOCs were estimated in order to highlight locations of concern, but the
estimated boundaries do not attempt to define the extent of contamination. The actual
area will be determined when the AOCs are evaluated further.

1.2 SUMMARY OF PREVIOUS INVESTIGATIONS

The SI Report (BEI 2005) reviewed information from previous environmental
investigations performed within Transfer Parcel EDC-5 and identified AOCs for
further evaluation. These previous investigations are summarized in Section 3 of the RI
Work Plan.

1.3 CONCEPTUAL SITE MODEL

The conceptual site model for IR Site 35 is presented on Figure 1-1. Potential sources of

impact to IR Site 35 include the following:

• areas where surface releases of chemicals may have occurred from storage or
handling activities

_' • OWSs

• SWMUsincludingOWSs,petroleumASTs,and a UST

Historical uses of Transfer Parcel EDC-5 by the Navy were industrial, residential, and
recreational. These uses included living quarters, medical facilities, runway and aircraft
maintenance facilities, and offices. Uses also included storage and warehousing of
weapons, munitions, liquid oxygen/liquid nitrogen, and fuel. Future land use at
IR Site 35 is designated for mixed use, which may include residential, commercial,
office, and industrial mixed uses (LSA 2001).
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,_, Section 2
HUMAN-HEALTH RISK ASSESSMENT

The methodology presented in this section outlines the procedures that will be used in the
baseline HHRA to address chemicals in soil and groundwater. The HHRA will be used to
support the RIFFS for IR Site 35.

The HHRA will be conducted in accordance with guidelines published by the U.S. EPA in
RAGS Part A (U.S. EPA 1989), Part B (U.S. EPA 1991), and Part E (U.S. EPA 2004a) and
supporting documents and guidelines published by California Environmental Protection Agency
(CaFEPA) (1992).

2.1 DATA EVALUATION

All chemicals reported at concentrations above detection limits in at least one sample in
data considered suitable for use in the HHRA will be included as chemicals of potential
concern (COPCs) in the HHRA. The Navy has selected analytical methods with
detection limits that are below risk-based criteria in most cases. Tables 2-3 and 2-4 in the

SAP (Attachment A to the RI Work Plan) compare analyte detection limits to regulatory
criteria for soil and groundwater. Detection limits for a few analytes are above the
criteria (and are shown in bold on the tables); however, these analytes have not been
identified as COPCs at IR Site 35 in previous investigations. Additionally, detection
limits and screening levels for previous and new data will be compared in the RI report.

_, Selection of COPCs will be based on data collected as part of the RI and the following
data collected during previous investigations:

• soil and groundwater analytical results available in the 2003 ArcView Query
Station from the investigations discussed in Section 3 of the RI Work Plan
(excluding data from samples collected under the Alameda Point Total
Petroleum Hydrocarbon Program, manhole sediment data collected as part of the
storm sewer investigation, and soil PAH data from the EBS)

• confirmation soil sampling results associated with removal actions for lead,
pesticides, and PAHs that have been obtained from the source documents for the
respective removal actions

All available PAH data will be used in the HHRA except soil PAH data collected during
the EBS sampling effort. Analytical results from that sampling effort had detection limits
greater than current regulatory standards, and sufficient data exist without the EBS data.

Data collected during the RI will be validated. R-qualified (data qualified as not usable)
samples will be eliminated from the HHRA. Previous investigations may include data
not confirmed as validated. For purposes of the HHRA, the unconfirmed data will be
used as they are (data not confirmed as validated will not be validated).

2.2 EXPOSURE ASSESSMENT

The objective of the exposure assessment is to evaluate the type and magnitude of
exposures to a human receptor from COPCs at a site. The following sections describe the

_r' receptors, the exposure concentrations, the estimation of chemical intake that will be used
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to quantify exposure for each pathway, and reasons for their selection. RME will be
estimated for each exposure pathway.

2.2.1 ReceptorAnalysis
Future residents could potentially come into contact with COPCs in groundwater and
vadose zone soil (0 to 10 feet below ground surface or to the water table, if depth to
groundwater is less than 10 feet below ground surface). Although it is considered
unlikely that groundwater would be used as a domestic water supply for drinking and
showering, these hypothetical exposure pathways will be included in the HHRA.
Specific exposure pathways that will be evaluated for the future resident include the
following:

• dermalcontactwith soiland incidentalingestionof soil

* ingestionof producegrownin localsoil

• inhalationof soilparticulatesand vaporsfrom soilin outdoorair

• inhalationof vaporsfromsoil and groundwaterthatmaymigrateto indoorair

• ingestionof groundwater

• inhalationof vaporsand dermalcontactwith groundwaterwhileshowering

The conceptual site model on Figure 1-1 shows that groundwater exposure pathways will
not apply to AOCs where there are no groundwater samples. Therefore, for these AOCs,
the ingestion of groundwater, dermal contact while showering, inhalation of vapors while
showering, and migration of vapors from groundwater to indoor air will not be included
in the risk assessment calculations.

2.2.2 Exposure Units

An exposure unit is the area for which analytical data are combined to characterize the
risk. Each AOC will likely represent a single exposure unit except for AOC 11, which is
contiguous with EBS Parcels 78 and 79; these three areas will be combined into one
exposure unit. Other possible combined exposure units could include adding AOC 9 into
the AOC 11/EBS 78 and 79 exposure unit. The decision to combine any units will be
based on proximity and similarity of COPCs and ranges of concentrations to assure that
any local areas of impact are not diluted by combining data sets.

2.2.3 Estimation of Exposure Point Concentrations
An exposure point concentration (EPC) is the concentration of a chemical in a
contaminated medium at the point of contact with a receptor. EPC estimations are based
on measured and modeled concentrations. For AOCs with more than ten samples for any
COP(;, EPCs will be determined statistically and will be based on a 95 percent upper
confidence limit (UCL) of the mean concentration. However, the maximum
concentration will be used as the EPC concentration whenever:
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• the95percentUCL of aCOPCexceedsthemaximumconcentration,or

• there are fewer than ten samples for an AOC.

All EPCs for the incidental ingestion of soil and dermal contact exposure pathways will
be calculated from measured soil samples. Estimation of EPCs for inhalation of indoor
and outdoor air will be modeled, based on soil and groundwater data associated with each
AOC. The Johnson and Ettinger model, using site-specific input parameters, will be used
to calculate EPCs for inhalation of vapors in indoor air originating from soil and
groundwater. The U.S. EPA Region 9 volatilization factors and particulate emission
factors presented in the preliminary remediation goals (PRGs) will be used to calculate
EPCs for inhalation vapors and particulates in outdoor air originating from soil
(U.S. EPA 2004b). If groundwater were to be used as a domestic supply, pumping wells
would expect to draw groundwater from surrounding areas. Therefore, depending on the
distribution of chemicals in groundwater, measured groundwater data from adjacent
AOCs may be grouped together to determine EPCs used to evaluate domestic exposures
(groundwater ingestion and inhalation and dermal contact during showering).

2.2.4 Estimation of Dose Rates

Daily intake rates are based on assumptions about human activities. Daily intake is the
daily amount of chemical to which a person is exposed averaged over a lifetime of

_, exposure.

2.3 TOXICITY ASSESSMENT

The toxicity assessment identifies toxicity values for each COPC and identifies the kind
of effect each chemical can produce. The toxicity values used in the baseline HHRA will
be cancer slope factors (CSFs) for carcinogenic effects and reference doses (RIDs) for
chronic exposures associated with noncarcinogenic effects. The following hierarchy of
human-health toxicity values follows Directive 9285.7-53, issued by U.S. EPA's Office
of Solid Waste and Emergency Response on December 5, 2003:

• Tier 1 - U.S. EPA's Integrated Risk Information System database
(U.S. EPA 2004c)

• Tier 2 - U.S. EPA's Provisional Peer Reviewed Toxicity Values (PPRTVs)

• Tier 3 - Health Effects Assessment Summary Tables (U.S. EPA 1997)and
National Center for Environmental Assessment

Toxicity values based on Tier 2 PPRTVs will be compiled from U.S. EPA Region 9
PRGs because PPRTVs are not available to the public.

It is the policy of the Navy to use both U.S. EPA and CaliEPA CSFs to estimate the risk
presented by chemicals where these criteria differ. When no RID is available for a
chemical, the chemical will be assigned the RID of another chemical of similar structure
or chemical class (i.e., a surrogate). Similarly, when a CSF is not available for a

"_,,, carcinogenic chemical, the chemical will be assigned the CSF of a structural analogue.
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The risk assessment will identify the chemicals without toxicity criteria and their
chemical surrogates.

2.4 RISK CHARACTERIZATION

The final step is the characterization of risk, in which exposure and toxicity information
are integrated to evaluate potential health risks. Cancer risk will be assessed by
integrating dose with the CSF of each COPC. Because of differences between U.S. EPA
and Cal/EPA CSFs, cancer risk will be estimated with both (U.S. EPA 2004a). The
noncancer risk will be assessed by the ratio (hazard quotient [HQ]) of dose to nontoxic
RID and by the sum of the ratios, called the hazard index.

In the discussions of risk characterization results, excess individual lifetime cancer risks
are discussed in the context of a risk management range of 1 in 1,000,000 (10 "6) to 1 in
10,000 (10 -4) presented in the National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution
Contingency Plan. For risks between 10 -6 and 10.4, site-specific factors are considered
when making decisions about whether or not action is required to reduce risk. Cancer
risk below 10 -6 is considered insignificant and acceptable. The noncancer risk associated
with exposure to a chemical is called the HQ. An HQ value of 1 indicates that lifetime
exposure has limited potential for causing an adverse effect in sensitive populations, and
values of less than 1 can generally be considered acceptable. The sum of chemical-
specific HQs is called a hazard index.

2.5 UNCERTAINTY ANALYSIS

The uncertainty analysis discusses the sources of uncertainty in the risk assessment and
determines the level of confidence that can be placed in the findings. The uncertainty
analysis will consider the adequacy of the data, the representativeness of the exposure
assumptions and exposure concentration of site conditions, confidence in the toxicity
information for the COPCs, and risk calculations.
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California Reglonal:   ,iQuahty Control Board
San __ay R_gion

Alan C. Lloyd, Ph.D. 1515 Clay Street, Suite 1400, Oakland, California 94612 Arnold Schwarzeneggel
Secretary for (510) 622-2300 ° Fax (510) 622-2460 Governor

Environmental http:/!www.waterboards.ca.gov!san franciscobay
Protection:

Date: i_0\i (j :_:_:-"_'':
File: 2199.9285(JCH)

Mr. Thomas L. Macchiarella

Department of the Navy
Base Realignment and Closure Program Management Office West
1455 Frazee Road, Suite 900
San Diego, CA 92108-4310

Subject:' Comments on the Draft Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study Work Plan
for Site 35, Alameda Point, Alameda, California

Dear Mr. Macchiarella:

The San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board (Water Board) staff reviewed the
Draft Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study Work Plan for Site 35, Alameda Point, Alameda,
California, dated October 3, 2005 (Draft Work Plan) and has the following comments:

1. Petroleum Screening Criteria: Please use the appropriate screening criteria for all
TPH program constituents as established in the Interim Final Screening for
Environmental Concerns at Sites with Contaminated Soil and Groundwater prepared
by the California Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Francisco Bay Region
dated February 2005.

2. Storm Drain Catch Basin Lead sampling: During the EBS Parcel 106 and 107
water tower removal, paint chips containing lead allegedly had been released to Sea
Plane Lagoon through the storm water collection system. Please include at minimum
two storm-drain catch basin sediment samples and sediment lead analysis in the Draft
Work Plan. The samples should be collected in the storm drain catch basins between
the water towers and Sea Plane Lagoon to: 1) verify if lead paint chips from the water
tower removal actions were discharged into Sea Plane Lagoon, and 2) determine if
stormwater collection system cleanup is necessary.

3. Correct Action Area B (CAA B): The Draft Work Plan proposes to incorporate
Area of Concern (AOC) 22 into CAA B. However, CAA B is a recommended No
Further Action (NFA) site. Would the US Navy revise the CAA B NFA request
report to incorporate AOC 22 and conduct any additional sampling necessary?

4. Table 1-2, Data Quality objectives for AOCs and Data Gap Areas at IR Site 35,
Step 5, Develop Decision Rules: Step 5 only contains decision rules for human
health risks yet Site 35 has AOCs that also has potential to cause ecological harm.
Please include decision rules for ecological risks.

Preserving, enhancing, and restoring the San Francisco Bay Area "swaters for over 50 years
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1220 PACIFIC HIGHWAY
SAN DIEGO, CA 92132
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Please contact ,he at (510) 622-2363or email jchuan_(di!waterboards.ca._ovif"you haveany
questions.

Sincerely,

Judy C. Huang,P.E.
Project Manager

Cc (viaUSMailand email):

Ms. Anna Marie Cook Ms. Karla Brasaemle
Project Manager Tech Law
U.S. EPA Region IX 90 New MontgomeryStreet, Suite 1010
75 Hawthorne Street, (SFD-8-2) San Francisco,CA 94105
San Francisco, CA 94105-3901

Ms. MichelleDalrymple
Ms. Marcia Liao DTSC
Departmentof Toxic SubstancesControl 700 Heinz Avenue, Suite 200
700 HeinzAvenue, Suite 200 Berkeley, CA 94710-2721
Berkeley, CA 94710

Ms. Sophia Serda
Dr. James Polisini U.S. EPA Region IX
DTSC, Human & Ecological Risk Division 75 Hawthorne Street, (SFD-4)
1011N. Grandview Avenue SanFrancisco, CA 94105-3901
Glendale, CA 91201

Ms. Debbie Potter
ARC Ecology ARRA
833Market Street, Suite 1104 950 mall Square, Bldg 1
San Francisco, CA 94117 AlamedaPoint

Alameda, CA 94501
Mr. Peter Russell

Russell Resources \ _. JanetArgyres
440 Nova Albion Way, Suite 1 "Bechtel National, Inc.
San Rafael, CA 94903-3634 45 Fremont Street

San Francisco,CA 94105-1895
Ms. Jean Sweeney
RAB Community Co-Chair Mr. CraigHunter

Tetra Tech EMI
10860Gold Center Drive, Suite 200
RanchoCordova, CA 95670

SENSITIVE
Preserving. enhancing, and restoring ttze ._an rranczscc, _uy ..1,_. "s waters for over 50years
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Department of Toxic Substances Control

Alan C. Lloyd, Ph.D. 8800 Cal Center Drive Amold Schwarzenegger
Agency Secretary Sacramento, California 95826-3200 Governor

CaI/EPA

MEMORANDUM

TO: Marcia Liao, Project Manager
Office of Military Facilities
700 Heinz Avenue, Suite 200
Berkeley, California 94710

FROM: Michelle Dalrymple,PG
Engineering Geologist
GeologicServices Unit

REVIEWED
BY: StewartW. Black,PG

SeniorEngineeringGeologist
GeologicServicesUnit

DATE: November7, 2005

SUBJECT: REVIEW OF THE DRAFT WORK PLAN FOR REMEDIAL
INVESTIGATION IR SITE 35, AREAS OF CONCERN IN TRANSFER
PARCEL EDC-5, ALAMEDA POINT, ALAMEDA, CALIFORNIA DATED
OCTOBER 2005

ACTIVITY REQUESTED

Per your request the Northern California Geological Services Unit (GSU) has reviewed
the Draft Work Plan for Remedial Investigation IR Site 35, Areas of Concern in Transfer
Parcel EDC-5, Alameda Point, Alameda, Ca/ifomia datedOctober2005. The draft
Work Plan (DWP) was preparedby BechtelEnvironmental,Inc. (Bechtel)for the U.S.
Departmentof the Navy (Navy),Naval FacilitiesEngineeringCommand,Southwest
Division.GSU has reviewedthe documentwithrespectto the geologicand
hydrogeologicinterpretations,and the sitecharacterizationapproach. Reviewactivities
consistedof readingthe documentand reviewingthe DTSC projectfile for background
issues.

(_ Printed on Recycled Paper
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PROJECTSUMMARY

The Navy is currently in negotiations to transfer land at Alameda Point for
redevelopment. Transfer parcel EDC-5 is comprised of 74 parcels of land at Alameda
Point that have been identified for early transfer. Twenty-five areas of concern (AOCs)
were identified within EDC-5 based of the Site Inspection (SI) Report prepared by
Bechtel for the Navy. IR Site 35 was created to address these AOCs and to facilitate
the assessment of human health risks that may be associated with these AOCs.
Subsequent to submittal of the SI report, the list of areas requiring further evaluation
was modified by the Navy and regulatory agencies in planning meetings held May
through July 2005.

The purpose of the IR Site 35 Remedial Investigation (RI) is to characterize the nature
and extent of contamination in soil and groundwater at IR Site 35 and to assess risks to
human health. The results will also be used to provide a basis for response actions to
be considered in the Feasibility Study (FS). The DWP addresses 23 of the 25 AOCs
identified in the SI report (two AOCs were transferred to other programs), 3 additional
data gap areas, and 9 solid waste management units (SWMUs). Based on DTSC's
review of the SI report and related information, several other areas within EDC-5 that
required additional clarification were identified. These areas were documented in
correspondence between DTSC and the Navy dated March 18, 2005 (letter from M.
Liao of DTSC to T. Macchiarella of the Navy) and July 18, 2005 (email from M. Liao of
DTSC to D. Newton of the Navy). However, clarification of these areas has yet to be
provided.

GENERAL COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

A. General Comment. It is stated in the DWP that general agreement on the overall
RI sampling approach was reached between the Navy and the regulatory
agencies. However, DTSC noted additional concerns and points for clarification
that are not included in this DWP. These areas were discussed in the planning
meetings and documented in correspondence between DTSC and the Navy
dated March 18, 2005 (letter) and July 18, 2005 (email). A list of data gaps
identified by DTSC that are not addressed in the DWP is included as Attachment
A.

Recommendation

GSU requests that these data gaps are acknowledged in the Draft Final RI
Work Plan and that a method is proposed to address them.

B. General Comment. Former industrial sites at Alameda Point have historically
discharged various waste streams to the sanitary and/or storm sewer. It is the
opinion of GSU that previous storm and sanitary sewer investigations are not
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sufficient to determine whether exfiltration of industrial wastewater would have
resulted in contamination of soil and/or groundwater on EDC-5 parcels located
downflow of such facilities. This concern was discussed during the June 21,
2005 planning meeting. Subsequent to this meeting, DTSC's position was
reconfirmed in email correspondence between DTSC and the Navydated July
18, 2005 and July 21,2005.

Recommendation

GSU requests that the storm and sanitary sewers are evaluated to
determine whether or not EDC-5 parcels downflow of industrial sites is
contaminated as a result of exfiltration of industrial wastes from the storm
and sanitary sewers. The evaluation of storm and sanitary sewers does
not necessarily require sampling of soil and/or groundwater if it can be
demonstrated that sewer lines are and have always been below the water
table, are not significantly damaged, andlor are downflow from areas at
industrial sites that did not discharge contaminated waste streams.

C. General Comment. It is the opinion of GSU that the screening level groundwater
data collected for this RI are not sufficient to be used for risk assessment. In
many cases, only limited groundwater sampling is proposed (i.e., a single
shallow groundwater sample collected from an assumed downgradient location
near a feature of interest). It is therefore possible that the extent of groundwater
contamination may be much greater than that identified during this RI. If
groundwater contamination is found, GSU questions how and when the extent of
contamination will be determined. In particular, how will it be determined that
sampling is sufficient to provide representative data for the risk assessment?
Also, if the extent of contamination exceeds the boundaries of an AOC, GSU
questions whether the boundaries of the AOC will be redefined.

Recommendation

GSU requests that the data quality objectives (DQOs) are revised to state
that if analytical results of groundwater samples indicate that groundwater
contamination is present, additional sampling will be required to delineate
the horizontal and vertical extent, and the boundaries of the AOC will be
reevaluated. Risk assessment should not be performed on groundwater
data obtained during this phase of the RI. For soil data, GSU requests that
HERD is consulted to evaluate the adequacy of the soil exposure units.

D. General Comment. Severalof the groundwatersamplelocationsare determined
based on assumed shallow groundwater flow directions. However, it is the
opinion of GSU that there is a great deal of uncertainty associated with
groundwater flow directions over many of the AOCs. Groundwater elevation data
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presented on Figure 2-5 are obtained from three different sources of information
spanning three different time periods and, in some cases, interpolated between
wells that are located several hundred feet apart. In addition, in areas of
Alameda Point where historical groundwater elevation data are available,
groundwater flow directions tend to be highlyvariable.

Recommendation

To account for uncertainties and variability in groundwater flow directions,
GSU requests that the proposed number of groundwater samples is
increased in some areas, as discussed in specific comments below. GSU
also requests that groundwater samples are collected as close to features
of interest (such as oil-water separators) as possible to account for the
uncertainty in groundwater flow directions.

E. General Comment. GSU questions the quality of the analytical data for samples
collected within IR Site 35 and EDC-5 with respect to detection limits elevated
above screening criteria. This is a concern that was expressed previously by
DTSC (see DTSC comments dated December 21,2004 on the Draft SI Report).
While an attempt was made to address this concern in the Draft Final SI Report ,_,
by the inclusion of Appendix G, the magnitude of the problem is still unclear.
While GSU understands that elevated detection limits may sometimes be
unavoidable, GSU continues to question the magnitude and prevalence of data
within EDC-5 (and IR Site 35) which are affected by this problem. It is the
opinion of GSU that exceedences of one order-of-magnitude may be significant,
depending of the special relationship of affected samples.

Recommendation

GSU requests that samples with nondetectedvalues are presented on a
map for EDC-5. GSU requests that three symbols are used to show the
nondetected values. One symbol should indicate which samples had
detection limits exceeding screening levels by at least one order-of-
magnitude. A different symbol should be used to indicate samples with
elevated detection limits between the screening level and one order-of-
magnitude greater than the screening level, and third different symbol
should be used for samples with detection limits below screening levels.

F. General Comment. GSU questions the adequacy of the investigation of the
railroad tracks that cross several of the EDC-5 parcels. It has been noted that
elevated detection limits were used for some of the samples that were collected
from the railroad (see Attachment A). Also, GSU questions whether or not
railroad segments were sampled for each EDC-5 parcel that contained railroad _'
tracks used for industrial purposes.
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Recommendation

GSU requests clarification of the adequacy of sampling of railroad tracks
for all EDC-5 parcels that contain segments of an industrial railroad track.
GSU requests that elevated detection limits are discussed as part of this
evaluation.

G. General Comment. Pursuant to the BCT meeting held October 18, 2005,
Alameda Point soil background values are being reevaluated, and Alameda Point
background values for groundwater are no longer being used

Recommendation

Please modify the DWP to indicate that the backgroundscreening values
for metals in soil may be revised, and remove any references to
background values for metals in groundwater.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

1. Section2.6.5 - AlamedaAquifer. This sectiondiscussesthe principalregional
aquifer beneathAlamedaPoint. GSU requests that the information regarding
shallow groundwater flow is moved to Section 2.6.1 which discusses the
first water-bearing zone. Also, please clarify how the data on these maps
were compiled from the three referenced sources (see General Comment
D).

2. Section3.8 - StormSewer Investiqations.GSU requests that text is added to
this section to clarify that previous storm sewer investigations did not
evaluate the potential for exfiltration of industrialwastewater downflow of
industrial sites, and that this is a data gap that remains for several EDC-5
parcels (see General Comments A and B).

3. SectionA1.1.3 - ProposedSamplin.qRationaleand Desiqn. Groundwater flow
directions are not well understood in the vicinity of AOC 1. Historical
groundwater elevation data for the nearest monitoringwells (located at Site 5)
indicate a northeasterly groundwater flow direction. To account for
uncertainties in groundwater flow directions, GSU requests that
groundwater samples are collected as close to each oil-water separator as
possible. Also, please clarify why metals analyses are not proposed for
these samples, in particular, samples from OWS 063B.

4. Section A1.1.3 - Proposed Samplin.qRationale and Desiqn. Environmental
Baseline Survey (EBS) Parcels 187 and 45 are locatedwithin 50 feet of the oil-
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water separators at AOC 1, and it is possible that these parcels may be impacted
if groundwater contamination is found. If groundwater contamination is found,
GSU questions how it will be determined whether the extent of contamination
exceeds the boundaries of the AOC and has impacted adjacent parcels. Please
clarify.

5. Section A1.2 - Area of Concern 2. GSU questions why AOC 2 was defined as a
relatively large (2.9-acre) area when sampling targets only a small area around
Building 562. GSU understands that there are two soil samples within AOC 2
that exceeded screening level for polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) but
these areas are not targeted for additional sampling. Please clarify how the
2.9-acre area was defined, and why additional sampling for PAHs is not
proposed.

6. Section A1.3.3 - Proposed Samplin.qRationale and Desiqn. AOC 3 is located
within a relatively short distance from Oakland Inner Harbor. If elevated levels of
pesticides are found in the deeper soil samples collected from AOC 3, it is likely
that groundwater sampling will be required. Please consider collecting
groundwater samples from the three deepest soil borings proposed in AOC
3. These groundwater samples can be archived at the laboratory for _,
analysis pending the results of the soil samples.

7. Section A1.9.3 - ProposedSamplin.qRationaleand Desiqn. If the purpose of
proposed soil borings at AOC 9 is to assess the presence of pesticides near the
border of IR Site 8, GSU questions the rationale for the proposed location of the
third soil boring in AOC 9 that is approximately 60 feet from the IR Site 8
property perimeter. Please clarify.

8. Section A1.11 - Area of Concern 11. Please add text to the last sentence of
this section to clarify that IR Site 8 is also an area of known pesticide
contamination.

9. SectionA1.11.3 - Proposed Samplinq Rationale and Desiqn. It is the opinion of
GSU that sampling should be performed in AOC 11, similar to that proposed for
AOC 9, to assess the presenceof pesticides near the northwestern border of IR
Site 8. GSU requests that additional soil samples are collected in the
northwest corner of AOC 11 to evaluate the presence of pesticides.

10. Section A1.11.3 - Proposed Samplin.qRationale and Desiqn. GSU questions the
rationale for the four proposed boring locations at AOC 11. Are these borings
targeting specific site features such as the "deep sink," hazardous
waste/materials storage areas, and/or stains? GSU questions whether the
proposed groundwater sample locations are in or downgradient of all site
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features that have potentially contributed contamination to soil and/or
groundwater. Please clarify.

11. Section A1.12.3 - Proposed Samplinq Rationale and Desiqn. It is stated that
soil samples will be collected from 12 borings at AOC 12. GSU could only find
11 proposed soil sample locations on Figure A1-13. Please clarify.

12. Section A1.15.3 - Proposed Samplin.qRationale and Desiqn. AOC 15
addresses elevated concentrations of PAHs in soil. GSU questions why the
boundaries of AOC 15 are not defined to include areas to the immediate north
and south that also to contain soil with elevated PAHs, as shown on Figure A1-
16. Please clarify.

13. Section A1.16.3 - Proposed Samplin.qRationale and Desiqn. AOC 16
addresses elevated concentrations of PAHs in soil. GSU questions how the
boundariesof AOC 16were defined. Elevated PAHs were also found in a
nearby soil sample located north of AOC 16, as shown on Figure A1-17. Please
clarify.

_, 14. Section A1.23.1.2 - Previous Investiqations. GSU questions the information
provided for the depths and locations of EBS soil samples. It is stated in the
second to the last full paragraph on page A1-35 that samples were collected
from two locations near the washdown area during the EBS. However, Figure
A1-22 shows three locations for the sample numbers provided. The figure also
indicates that two samples were collected from one location (samples 071-0003
and 071-0005). However, only one sample depth interval is indicated in the text
(3 to 3.5 feet below ground surface).

In the following paragraph, the information in the last sentence is unclear. What
is the phrase "the remaining analytes" referring to?

Please clarify the information regarding locations, depths, and analytes
detected for the EBS soil samples.

15. Section A1.23.1.3 - Proposed Samplin,qRationale and Desiqn. It is the opinion
of GSU that one sample location is not sufficient to further evaluatewashdown
area WD 041B. Groundwater flow directions are known to be variable in this
area based on historicalwater level data from adjacent IR Site 6. GSU requests
that soil and groundwater samples are collected directly beneath the
washdown area and adjacent to any associated storm drain catch basins.
GSU requests that a minimum of three additional sampling locations are
proposed to evaluate the washdown area.
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16. Section A1.23.2.3 - Proposed Samplin.qRationale and Desiqn. The purpose of
the proposed groundwater sample is to determine if chlorinated hydrocarbons
from IR Site 6 have impacted groundwater at EBS Parcel 72. However, the
location of the proposed sample is on the downgradient side of the parcel, cross-
gradient from the IR Site 6 plume. GSU requests that the proposed
groundwater sample is located on the northwestern parcel perimeter to
evaluate the levels of chlorinated hydrocarbons that may be moving onto
the parcel, if any.

17. Section A1.23.3.3 - Proposed Samplin.qRationale and Desiqn. It is the opinion
of GSU that two sample locations is insufficient to determine whether chemical
releases associated with Building 271 have occurred. In addition, the location of
the assumed "downgradient" sampling location is questionable due to
uncertainties associated with groundwater flow directions in this area. GSU
further questions why sampling is not proposed directly beneath the Building
271.

Due to uncertainties regarding specific storage locations and groundwater
flow directions, GSU requests that a minimum of four groundwater
sampling locations are selected to evaluate possible releases associated
with Building 271. At least one sample should be collected on each side of
the building. GSU also requests clarification regarding the need for
sampling directly beneath Building 271. GSU requests that soil and
groundwater sampling is performed directly beneath Building 271 and
Building 590, if possible.

18. SectionA1.23.4 - EBS Parcel 121. Please clarify that IR Site 3 is located
immediatelysouth and east of EBS Parcel 121.

19. Section A1.23.4.3 - Proposed Samplin.qRationale and Desiqn. The rationale for
the proposed sample location is not specified. Please clarify.

20. Section A1.23.5.3 - Proposed Samplin.qRationale and Desiqn. GSU has the
following comments on the proposed sampling rationale and design for EBS
Parcel 123:

• GSU questions how it was determined that the groundwater flow direction on
the northern side of Parcel 123 is to the north and is influenced by
remediation at IR Site 7 which is located several hundred feet to the
northeast. Please clarify.

• Due to uncertainties regarding groundwater flow directions, GSU
requests that a minimum of four groundwater sampling locations are
proposed to evaluate possible releases associated with Building 98.
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• GSU requests that the proposed sample location to investigate OWS
067 is located as close as possible to this feature.

• Due to uncertainties in groundwater flow directions, GSU requests that
three groundwater samples are proposed in a roughly triangular pattern
surrounding NAS GAP 15 to evaluate potential groundwater
contamination.

• Due to uncertainties in groundwater flow directions, GSU requests that
two additional soil and groundwater sampling locations are selected in
the vicinity of Building 263.

• Due to uncertainties in groundwater flow directions, GSU requests that
one additional groundwater sample is collected on the northeast side of
UST(R)-11

21. Section A1.23.6.3 - ProposedSamplin.qRationaleand Desiqn. Due to the size
of the building and uncertainties regarding groundwater flow directions,
GSU requests that a minimum of six groundwater sampling locations are
proposed to evaluate possible releases associated with Building 13. GSU
requests that at least one to two samples are collected on each side of the
building.

22. SectionA1.23.7.3 - ProposedSamplin.qRationaleandDesiqn. Although
halogenatedandnonhalogenatedorganiccompoundsand metalswerestored
inside Building 66, soil samples collected beneath the building were only
analyzed for total petroleum hydrocarbons (TPH) and semivolatile organic
compounds (SVOCs). TPH was detected in one of the samples indicatingthat a
release to the subsurface soil had occurred inside the building.

GSU requests that additional soil and groundwater sampling is performed
beneath Building 66 as part of this RI, and that these samples are analyzed
for volatile organic compounds (VOCs) and metals. Due to the size of the
building and uncertainties regarding groundwater flow directions, GSU
requests that a minimum of six groundwater sampling locations are
proposed to evaluate possible releases associated with Building 66. GSU
requests that at least one to two samples are collected on each side of the
building.

23. SectionA1.23.8 - HistoricalUse. Please specify the source of information
that was used to determine that the transformer fluid that was stored in
drums on EBS Parcel 126 did not contain PCBs.

24. SectionA1.23.8.2 - PreviousInvestiqations.The firstparagraphon pageA1-52
statesthatgroundwaterdata isavailablewhichindicatesthatVOCs are
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migrating onto EBS Parcel 126 from adjacent IR Sites 4, 11, and 21. However,
these data are not shown on Figure A1-22. Please add this groundwater
information to Figure A1-22.

25. Section A1.23.8.3 - Proposed Samplin.qRationale and Desiqn. It is possible that
EBS Parcel 126 was formerly used for smelting operations, and elevated metals
were detected in soil samples collected during the EBS from this parcel. It is the
opinion of GSU that one sample location is insufficient to assess the distribution
of metals in soil and the presence of metals in groundwater. GSU requests at
least three additional soil and groundwater sampling locations are
proposed to evaluate the distribution of metals at EBS Parcel 126.

26. Section A1.27.3 - Proposed Samplin.qRationale and Desiqn. Groundwater flow
directions are not well understood in many areas of Alameda Point. Therefore,
GSU requests that groundwater samples are collected as close to SWMUs
as possible.

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at (510) 540-3926 or at
mdalrymp@dtsc.ca.gov.



ATTACHMENT A
IR Site 35 Data Gap List

EBS Parcel 23F (includes AOC 20, 21, and 22)

• Sewer lines extending from IR Sites 3, 5, 6, 8, 12, and 21 should be evaluated for
potential leaks.

• Groundwater sampling is needed to determine whether contamination at IR Site 6
has migrated to and impacted EBS Parcel 23F.

• Heavy staining was observed on helicopter landing pads.
• Need clarification of RWQCB concurrence status for former fuel line CAA B.

EBS Parcel 41

• Sewer lines extending from IR Site 5 should be evaluated for potential leaks.
• Groundwater sampling should be performed to determine whether contamination at

IR Site 26 (Building 20), EBS Parcel 37, and/or IR Site 5 (Building 2) has impacted
EBS Parcel 41.

• GAP 6 needs a site visit.
• Need clarification for the PCB transformers (Building 4).

EBS Parcel 43 (includes AOC 1)

• Sewer lines extending from IR Site 5 should be evaluated for potential leaks.
• Groundwater sampling should be performed to determine whether contamination at

IR Site 26 has impacted EBS Parcel 43.
• Need clarification for the PCB transformers and associated staining at Building 3.

EBS Parcel 44

• Groundwater sampling should be performedto determine whether contamination at
IR Site 5 (Building 2) has migrated to and impacted EBS Parcel 44.

• Need to clarify if the potential use of rodentcides at the athletic field is a concern.

EBS Parcel 45

• Sewer lines extending from IR Site 5 should be evaluated for potential leaks.
• Groundwater sampling should be performed to determine whether contamination at

IR Site 5 (Building 2) has migrated to and impacted EBS Parcel 45.

EBS Parcel 61A (includes AOC 2)

• Sewer lines extending from IR Site 5 should be evaluated for potential leaks.
• Need clarification regarding the location of NAS GAP 28A.
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ATTACHMENT A
IR Site 35 Data Gaps List

EBS Parcel 62

• Sewer lines extending from IR Site 8 should be evaluated for potential leaks.

EBS Parcel 64

• Sewer lines extending from IR Site 8 should be evaluated for potential leaks.
• Groundwater sampling should be performed to determine whether contamination at

IR Site 5 has migrated to and impacted EBS Parcel 64.

EBS Parcel 65

• Sewer lines extending from IR Site 8 should be evaluated for potential leaks.
• Groundwater sampling should be performed to determine whether contamination at

IR Site 5 has migratedto and impacted EBS Parcel 65.
• Need clarification of possible UST at southwest corner of EBS Parcel 65.
• Need clarification for the eight transformers (Building 1).

EBS Parcel 70 (includes AOC 18)

• Sewer lines extending from IR Site 12 should be evaluated for potential leaks.
• Groundwater sampling should be performed to determine whether contamination at

Site 5 has migrated to and impacted EBS Parcel 70.
• Need clarification of the existence of an aircraft washdown area, helicopter landing

pads, and the potential for contamination to exist beneath Hangar 39.
• Need clarification of RWQCB concurrence status for former fuel line CAA B.

EBS Parcel 71 (AOC23- entire parcel)

• Sewer lines extending from IR Sites 5, 6, 8, and 12 should be evaluated for potential
leaks.

• Groundwater sampling should be performed to determine whether contamination at
IR Site 6 has migratedto and impacted EBS Parcel 71.

• Need clarification of RWQCB concurrence status for former fuel line CAA B.

EBS Parcel 73

• Sewer lines extending from IR Sites 5 and 8 should be evaluated for potential leaks.
• Need clarification of RWQCB concurrence status for former fuel line CAA B.

EBS Parcel 77 (AOC 11-entire parcel)

• Sewer lines extending from IR Site 8 should be evaluated for potential leaks.
• Groundwater sampling should be performed to determine whether contamination at

IR Site 8 has migratedto and impacted EBS Parcel 77.
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ATTACHMENT A
IR Site 35 Data Gaps List

EBS Parcel 78

• Need clarification of transformers located on north side of Building 607 and possible
transformer near west end of Building 73B.

EBS Parcel 79

• Need clarification of a potential UST near eastern edge of EBS Parcel 79.

EBS Parcel 80 (includes AOC 9)

• Sewer lines extending from IR Site 8 should be evaluated for potential leaks.
• Groundwater sampling should be performed to determinewhether contamination at

IR Site 8 has migrated to and impacted EBS Parcel 80.

EBS Parcel 81

• Sewer lines extending from IR Site 8 should be evaluated for potential leaks.
• Groundwater sampling should be performed to determine whether contamination at

IR Site 8 has migratedto and impacted EBS Parcel 81.
_, • Stain was observed outside the boiler room.

EBS Parcel 82

• Need clarification of waste fuel tank UST(R)-03 closed under RWQCB.
• Groundwater sampling should be performed to determine whether contamination at

IR Site 8 has migrated to and impacted EBS Parcel 82.

EBS Parcel 83

• Sewer lines extending from IR Site 8 should be evaluated for potential leaks.

EBS Parcel 84

• Sewer lines extending from IR Site 8 should be evaluated for potential leaks.

EBS Parcel 85

• Need clarification of transformers located at Building 585.

EBS Parcel 86

_," • Building demolished; potential LBP and OCP concerns
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ATTACHMENT A
IR Site 35 Data Gaps List

EBS Parcel 87

• PAH exceeding 1000 ppb at < 4ft

EBS Parcel 88

• Building demolished; potential LBP and OCP concerns

EBS Parcel 91 (includes AOC 3)

• Sewer lines extending from IR Site 8 should be evaluated for potential leaks.
• PAH > 1,000 mg/kg at less than 4 feet bgs (sample 32EDC-5-42).

EBS Parcel 92

• Sewer lines extending from IR Site 8 should be evaluated for potential leaks.

EBS Parcel 93

• Building demolished; potential LBP and OCP concerns

EBS Parcel 94

• Building demolished; potential LBP and OCP concerns

EBS Parcel 98 (includes AOC 4, 5, 7, 8, 10)

• Groundwater sampling should be performed to determine whether contamination at
IR Site 28 has migrated to and impacted EBS Parcel 98.

• PAH > 1,000 mg/kg at less than 4 feet bgs in decision areas 4,5,6,9, and 11.
• Need clarification of demolished transformer house (Building 278).

EBS Parcel 99

• PAH > 1,000 mg/kg at less than 4 feet bgs in $9.

EBS Parcel 100

• PAH > 1,000 mg/kg at GG5 and LL4.

EBS Parcel 102 (AOC 15- entire parcel)

• Groundwater sampling should be performed to determine whether contamination at
IR Site 7 has migrated to and impacted EBS Parcel 102.
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ATTACHMENT A
IR Site 35 Data Gaps List

EBS Parcel 103 (includes AOC 13 and 14)

• Sewer lines extending from IR Site 7 should be evaluated for potential leaks.
• Groundwater sampling should be performed to determine whether contamination at

IR Site 7 has migrated to and impacted EBS Parcel 103.
• PAH > 1,000 mg/kg at less than 4 feet bgs in decision areas 16 and 18.

EBS Parcel 104

• Building demolished; potential LBP and OCP concerns

EBS Parcel 105

• Building demolished; potential LBP and OCP concerns

EBS Parcel 106 (includes AOC 12)

• Sewer lines extending from IR Sites 5 and 8 should be evaluated for potential leaks.
• Need clarification as to why railroad tracks were not investigated.
• Need clarification of RWQCB concurrence status for former fuel line CAA B.

EBS Parcel 107 (includes AOC 12)

• Sewer lines extending from IR Sites 5 and 8 should be evaluated for potential leaks.
• Need clarification of the whereabouts of former railroad tracks (detection limits may

be a problem).
• Need clarification of RWQCB concurrence status for former fuel line CAA B.
• Need clarification of Building 86 sewage pump station.

EBS Parcel 108

• Building demolished; potential LBP and OCP concerns

EBS Parcel 109

• Sewer lines extending from IR Sites 5 and 8 should be evaluated for potential leaks.
• Need clarification of the whereabouts of former railroad tracks (detection limits may

be a problem).
• Need clarification of RWQCB concurrence status for former fuel line CAA B.

EBS Parcel 111

• Sewer lines extending from IR Site 7 should be evaluated for potential leaks.
• Groundwater sampling should be performed to determine whether contamination at

IR Site 3 has migrated to and impacted EBS Parcel 111.
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ATTACHMENT A
IR Site 35 Data Gaps List

EBS Parcel 115

• Groundwater sampling should be performed to determine whether contamination at
IR Site 3 has migrated to and impacted EBS Parcel 115.

• Additional investigation of bunker areas, USTs, and transformers is recommended.

EBS Parcel 121 (AOC 23 - entire parcel)

• Groundwater sampling should be performed to determine whether contamination at
IR Site 3 has migrated to and impacted EBS Parcel 121.

EBS Parcel 123 (AOC 23 - entire parcel)

• Groundwater sampling should be performed to determine whether contamination at
IR Site 3 has migrated to and impacted EBS Parcel 123.

EBS Parcel 125 (AOC 23 - entire parcel)

• Sewer lines extending from IR Sites 3 and 21 should be evaluated for potential leaks.
• Groundwater sampling should be performed to determine whether contamination at

IR Site 21 has migrated to and impacted EBS Parcel 125.
• NFA management approval pending for NADEP GAP 43.

EBS Parcel 126 (AOC 23 - entire parcel)

• Sewer lines extending from IR Sites 3 and 21 should be evaluated for potential leaks.
• Groundwater sampling should be performed to determine whether contamination at

IR Site 21 has migrated to and impacted EBS Parcel 126.

EBS Parcel 130 (includes AOC 25)

• Groundwater sampling should be performed to determine whether contamination at
IR Site 3 has migrated to and impacted EBS Parcel 130.

EBS Parcel 132 (AOC 25 - entire parcel)

• Groundwater sampling should be performed to determine whether contamination at
IR Site 4 has migrated to and impacted EBS Parcel 132.

EBS Parcel 185 (includes AOC 17)

• Sewer lines extending from IR Site 5 should be evaluated for potential leaks.
• Groundwater sampling should be performed to determine whether contamination at

IR Sites 5 and 6 has migrated to and impacted EBS Parcel 185.
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ATTACHMENT A
_, IR Site 35 Data Gaps List

EBS Parcel 187

• Sewer lines extending from IR Site 5 should be evaluated for potential leaks.
• Groundwater sampling should be performed to determine whether contamination at

IR Site 26 has migrated to and impacted EBS Parcel 187.

EBS Parcel 188

• Building demolished; potential LBP and OCP concerns

EBS Parcel 189

• Heavy staining was observed around generator (screen against the PRC).
• Need clarification regarding UST closure status.

EBS Parcel 195 (includes AOC 19)

• Sewer lines extending from IR Site 12 should be evaluated for potential leaks.
• Groundwater sampling should be performed to determine whether contamination at

IR Site 6 has migrated to and impacted EBS Parcel 195.
_' • GAP 24 needs a site visit.

• Need clarification of the existence of an aircraft washdown area and the potential for
contamination to exist beneath Hangar 40.

• Need clarification of RWQCB concurrence status for former fuel line CAA-B.
• Need clarification of waste oil/solvent tank UST 40-1 closed under RWQCB.

EBS Parcel 197 (includes AOC 24)

• Sewer lines extending from IR Site 7 should be evaluated for potential leaks.
• Groundwater sampling should be performed to determine whether contamination at

IR Sites 3 and 7 has migrated to and impacted EBS Parcel 197.

EBS Parcel 203

• Need clarification regarding elevated lead (2,860 mg/kg) in soil near Building 78.
• Need clarification regarding unknown UST.

EBS Parcel 205

• Sewer lines extending from IR Site 5 should be evaluated for potential leaks.
• Need clarification of RWQCB concurrence status for former fuel line CAA-B.
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ATTACHMENT A
IR Site 35 Data Gaps List

EBS Parcel 206

• Sewer lines extending from IR Site 5 should be evaluated for potential leaks.
• Groundwater sampling should be performed to determine whether contamination at

IR Site 6 has migrated to and impacted EBS Parcel 206.

EBS Parcel 208

• Groundwater sampling should be performed to determine whether contamination at
IR Site 7 has migratedto and impacted EBS Parcel 208.

EBS Parcel 212

• Building demolished; potential LBP and OCP concerns
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Department of Toxic Substances Control
_lan C. Lloyd, Ph.D. 700 Heinz Avenue, Suite 200 Arnold Schwarzenegger
AgencySecretary Berkeley, California 94710-2721 Governor

CaI/EPA

November8, 2005

Mr. Thomas L. Macchiarella, Code BPMOW.TLM
Department of The Navy
Base Realignmentand Closure Program Management OfficeWest
1455 Frazee Road, Suite 900
San Diego, CA 92108-4310

DRAFT REMEDIAL INVESTIGATIONWORPLAN, IR SITE 35, ALAMEDA POINT,
ALAMEDA, CALIFORNIA

Dear Mr. Macchiareila:

The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) has reviewed the draft Remedial
Investigation (RI) work plan, dated October 3, 2005, for InstallationRestoration (IR) Site
35. Our comments, detailed in the attached memorandum prepared by the Geological
Services Unit (GSU), are summarized below.

1. Outstanding Technical Issues

IR Site 35, as defined in the subject work plan, is a CERCLA site consisting of 25
Areas of Concerns (AOCs) identified in the Site Inspection (SI) report for transfer
parcel EDC-5. As indicated in our comment letter dated March 18, 2005 and
various follow-up emails and meetings, DTSC believes a number of issues are
outstanding at EDC-5. These issues, summarized as follows, have impacted the
identification of data gaps or AOCs at EDC-5 and possibly the study boundaries
of IR Site 35.

_) Printedon RecycledPaper



Mr. Thomas L. Macchiarella
Page 2 of 5
November 8, 2005

ISSUES DTSC POSITIONS
PAHs DTSC believesPAHs inexcess of 620 ug/kg(average)or 1,000ug/kg (maximum)

of BaP equivalentin soil less than 4 ft belowground surfaceor under hardscapeis
not sufficientlyprotectiveof humanhealth. Remedyincluding removalor fill to
achieve4 ft separation,or Land Use Control(LUC) to prohibituse consistentwith
IR Site 25 should be instituted.

Sewers Previousstormand sanitarysewer investigationsare not sufficient to determine
whether exfiltrationof industrialwastewaterfrom IRSites 3, 5, 6, 7, 8, 12 and 21
would have resultedin contaminationof soil and/orgroundwateron EDC-5parcels
located downflow of suchfacilities. Furtherevaluationshould be conducted. Soil
and/or groundwatersamplingmaybe necessaryif it cannot be demonstratedthat
sewer linesare and havealwaysbeen belowthe water table and flowing un-
pressurized,are not significantlydamaged,and/orare downflowfrom areasat
industrialsites that did not dischargecontaminatedwaste streams.

Groundwater GroundwaterbeneathEBS parcelsthat are located immediatelyadjacentto IR
Sites 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 21, 26, and 28 may be impacted. The Work Plan should
acknowledgethis and explainthat the Navyintends to address it through existing
CERCLAprogram(i.e. OU-1, OU-2B,OU-2C,IR 26 and IR 28).

Petroleum GroundwaterbeneathEBS parcelsthat are located immediatelyadjacentto
petroleumcorrectiveaction areas (CAA-6,CAA-7, CAA°8,CAA-5A, CAA-B,and
CAA-3A)may be impacted. Soil at some EBSparcels showheavy stainingand/or
elevatedpetroleumresidues. PRC (PreliminaryRemediationCriteria)was usedin
lieu of the more stringentESL (EnvironmentalScreeningLevel)as the screening
number. ThisWork Plan shouldacknowledgetheseand explain howthe Navy
intendsto addressthese issues.

SWMUs Out of 49 SWMUslocated at EDC-5,25 SWMUsare in need of further evaluation
or site visit to verify the status (see Exhibit I)

Transformers Severaltransformersidentifiedin the EBSreportare not addressed in the Final
PCB RemovalSummaryReport. Needclarificationregardingthe closure statusof
thesetransformers.

Railroads The investigationof the railroadtracks that cross severalof the EDC-5parcels
appears inadequate. Also, it is unclearif railroadsegmentswere sampledfor
each EDC-5parcelthat containedrailroadtracks usedfor industrial purposes.
Clarificationis needed.

Lead-Based Needclarificationof buildingdemolitionstatus. Soil surroundingbuildingsor
Paint (LBP) structuresconstructedpriorto 1978 maybe impactedby lead and therefore

should be sampledfor lead upon buildingdemolition.
Chlordane Needclarificationof buildingdemolitionstatus. Soil surroundingbuildingsor

structures,treatedwith organochlodnepesticides(OCPs)such as chlordane,and
subsequentlydemolished,may haveelevatedconcentrationsof OCPs. As such,
they are potentialreleasesitesand thereforeshould be sampled for OCPs.

Elevated Needto indicateon mapswhich sampleshaddetection limits exceedingscreening
Detection levels byat least one order-of-magnitude.
Limits



Mr. Thomas L. Macchiarella
Page 3 of 5
November 8, 2005

2. Ways to Address Outstanding Issues

Above listed issues, with the exception of chlordane, have been previously
outlined in DTSC correspondence dated March 18, 2005 (Exhibit II) and
discussed repeatedly with the Navy via emails and meetings. To have them
addressed in a timely manner, DTSC proposes a meeting at the management
level with the Navy, preferably within the next two weeks. A parcel-by-parcel
breakdown of types of impacting issues is attached to facilitate the discussion
(see Exhibit III)

Please be advised that parcels containing AOCs may still be considered suitable
for transfer. But these parcels will not receive DTSC concurrence of No further
Evaluation (NFE) until all outstanding issues relevant to the subject parcels are
addressed.

3. Groundwater Sampling Strategy

_' Groundwater flow at the subject study area is known to be highly variable. To
compensate it, DTSC requests that:

• Groundwater samples are collectedas close to features of interest as
possible (GSU comment #D)

• Proposed number of groundwater samples is increased at some areas (GSU
Comment #D)

• Step-Out sampling is conducted if groundwater contamination is found (GSU
Comment #C).

4. Screening Criteria

Please revise, or make appropriate note of, the proposed data screening criteria
to reflect the following recent BCT decisions:

• The background soil concentration at Alameda Point is currently undergoing
agency review as discussed at the BCT meeting on October 18, 2005.

• There is no established background groundwater concentration at Alameda
Point. Current regulatory limits such as Maximum Contaminant Level (MCL)
and California Toxics Rule (CTR) should be used.

• Environmental Screening Levels (ESL) rather than Preliminary Remediation
Criteria (PRC) should be used as the screening criteria for petroleum. Please

_" consult California Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) for this.
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5. RiskAssessment

Given the expedited nature of this review, the comments from Human and
Ecological Risk Division (HERD) will be forwarded under a separate cover.

Please review the comments and contact me at 510-540-3767 or mliao@dtsc.ca.qov if
you have any questions. We look forward to meeting with the Navy in the near future to
resolve the remaining differences and move the project forward.

Sincerely,

Marcia Liao
Remedial Project Manager
Office of Military Facilities

Cc: see next page



EXHIBIT I: SWMU DETERMINATION

PARCEL ID DTSC Determination
Non-PetroleumSWMUs
23F OWS 012A Further Evaluation
23F OWS 012B Further Evaluation
41 GAP 06 Need Site Visit
43 OWS 063A Further Evaluation
43 OWS 063B Further Evaluation
43 OWS 063C Further Evaluation
61A GAP 28A Need Site Visit
70 GAP 23 Need Site Visit
71 WD 041B Further Evaluation
80 OWS 017 Further Evaluation
82 GAP 81 NFE
82 GAP 82 NFE
82 GAP 83 NFE
82 UST(R)-03 Further Evaluation

(wastefuel)
83 GAP 13 NFE
111 UST(R)-08 Further Evaluation

(diesel and water)
123 AOC 098 Further Evaluation
123 GAP 15/GAP29 Further Evaluation
123 OWS 067 Further Evaluation
123 UST(R)-I 1 Further Evaluation

0Naste Oil)
124 UST(R)-05 Further Evaluation

(RCRA tank; lubricant oil)
125 GAP 43 NFE (DTSC

management review
pending)

189 OWS 611 Further Evaluation
195 GAP 24 Need Site Visit
195 OWS 040A Further Evaluation
195 OWS 040B Further Evaluation
195 UST 40-1 Further Evaluation

(Waste Oil and Solvents)
197 OWS 118 Further Evaluation
205 GAP 73 Need Site Visit
206 AST 091A NFE
206 AST 091B NFE
213 GAP 14 NFE
Petroleum SWMUs
AOC 001, AOC 039, AST 039, AST 016, AST 152, AOC 271, AOC 173, AST Contact RWQCB for
173A, AST 173B, AST 173C, UST 173-3,AOC 411, UST 13-4, UST 13-5, proper determination
AOC 392, AST 392

Notes:

SWMU SolidWaste Management Units(Unitshave been identifiedin RCRAFacilityAssessment(RFA) dated 1992 or
SupplementalEnvironmentalBaselineSurvey(SEBS)dated May2003)

NFE No FurtherEvaluation(DTSC managementre__#_lle!_tess notedotherwise)
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PORTIONS OF THIS RECORD ARE CONSIDERED
SENSITIVE AND ARE NOT FOR PUBLIC VIEWING

PRIVATE CITIZEN'S HOME AND E-MAIL ADDRESSES
HAVE BEEN REDACTED IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE

PRIVACY ACT

QUESTIONS MAY BE DIRECTED TO:

DIANE C. SILVA
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1220 PACIFIC HIGHWAY
SAN DIEGO, CA 92132

TELEPHONE: (619) 532-3676
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Cc (via US Mail and email):

Ms. Anna-Marie Cook (cook.anna-marie@epa..qov)
Remedial Project Manager
US Environmental Protection Agency
Region IX
75 Hawthorne Street
San Francisco, CA 94105

Ms. Judy Huang (jchuang@waterboards.ca..qov)
RegionalWater Quality Control Board
1515 Clay St., Suite 1400
Oakland, CA 94612

Ms. ElizabethJohnson (eiohnson@ci.alameda.ca.us)
950 W. Mall Square, Bldg 1
Alameda Point
Alameda, CA 94501

Mrs. Jean Sweeney
RAB Community Co-Chair

Cc (via email):

Greg Lorton, Navy, Gre.qory.Lorton@navy.mil
Peter Russell, Russell Resources,peter@russellresources.com
Michelle Dalrymple, DTSC, mdalrvmp@dtsc.ca.qov
Jim Polisini, DTSC, ipolisin@dtsc.ca.qov

SENSI'rZVE
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DTSC Correspondence Dated March 18, 2005



Department of Toxic Substances Control

Alan C. Lloyd, Ph.D. 700 Heinz Avenue, Suite 200 Arnold Schwarzenegger
AgencySecretary Berkeley, California 94710-2721 Governor

Cal/EPA

. roh,O, O0 FILECOPY
Mr. Thomas L. Macchiarella
Southwest Division Naval Facilities Engineering Command
Attn: Code 06CA.TM
1220 Pacific Highway
San Diego, CA 92132-5190

DRAFT FINAL SITE INSPECTION REPORT, TRANSFER PARCEL EDC-5,
ALAMEDA POINT, ALAMEDA, CALIFORNIA

Dear Mr. Mccharella:

The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) staff has reviewedthe above
referenced document, prepared by Bechtel Environmental, Inc., and submitted by the
Navy on February 3, 2005. The subject parcel consists of 74 Environmental Baseline
Survey (EBS) parcels totaling 286 acres or approximately 18 percent of the upland
portion of Alameda Point. Numerous studies have been performed over the years to
assess the environmental conditions at EDC-5. The amount of information requiring to
be compiled is, understandably, large. DTSC appreciates the succinct nature of the
subject Site Inspection (Si) report, particularly the illustration and tabulation of historical
data, and recognize the level of effort the Navy and its contractor have committed in the
production of this report.

Based on the information presented in the SI, DTSC staff has recommended No Further
Evaluation (NFE) for the following EDC-5 parcels pending management review and
approval:

Parcels 42, 63, 86, 88, 89, 90, 93, 94, 95, 101,104, 108, 188, 207, 212 and 213,
and parcels 87 excluding AOC 6, 96 excluding AOC 4, and 105 excluding AOC
12.

Please note that some of these parcels are shown as having buildings -- existing and/or
demolished -- constructed before 1978. Comment #8 below applies to these parcels.
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Mr. Thomas Macchiarella
_" Page 2

March 18, 2005

DTSC would like the opportunity to meet and discuss the following issues that are
outstanding at the remaining EDC-5 parcels the Navyhas proposed for NFE.

Data Evaluation

1. TPH Screening Level

The SI has used the preliminary remediation criteria (PRC) as the screening level
for total petroleum hydrocarbons (TPH) in soil and reported exceedence in seven
EBS parcels. No TPH comparison criteria were used for the screening of
groundwater data.

The PRC,originated from the Navy document entitled Preliminary Remediation
Criteria and Closure Strategy for Petroleum-Contaminated Sites, dated May 16,
2001, are not considered sufficiently protective of the human health and
environment by today's standard. We recommendCalifornia RegionalWater
Quality Control Board (RWQCB) be contacted for updatedTPH screening
Criteria. "

_' 2. TPH Detection Limits

Appendix G does not contain the detection limit evaluation for TPH data that are
reported as non-detects (NDs) in this SI.

AOC Desiqnation, Evaluation and Cleanup

3. Sewers

According to the Storm Sewer Study Technical Memorandum Addendum (Tetra
Tech EMI, August 2000), there is a substantial amount of degradation of the
storm sewer system located within EDC-5. We would like to discuss any
•additional data that might confirm that no hazardous substances have been
released from storm sewers.

4. Parcels Adjacent to IR Sites, IdentifiedAOCs or Petroleum Corrective Action
Areas with Groundwater Contamination

A number of EDC-5 parcels are adjacent to IR sites (Sites 3, 4, 6, 7, 8, 11,21,
26, and 28) or petroleum corrective action areas (CAA-6, CAA-7, CAA-8, CAA-
5A, CAA-B, and CAA-3A) that are known to havegroundwater contamination.
Several additional EDC-5 parcels are adjacent to AOOs that are defined on the
basis of contaminated groundwater but have had little characterization activities
performed. We would like to discuss this issue further to ensure that
groundwater contamination at adjacent parcels is not affecting EDC-5 parcels.
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5. SolidWaste Management Unit (SWMU)

All solid waste management units (SWMUs) should be sampled unless
specifically determined otherwise. The samples should be collected within the
boundary of the unit and at depth levels relevant to the waste/hazardous material
management practices of the unit.

6. PolynuclearAromatic Hydrocarbons (PAHs)

DTSC remains concerned that 2 ft excavation with Institutional Control (IC),
leaving concentrations of PAHs in excess of 0.62 mg/kg in soil deeper than 2 ft or
under hardscape, is not sufficiently protective of human health. This issue must
be addressed should the parcel remain in residential use.

7. Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons (TPHs)

A number of EDC-5 parcels, although requiring no further evaluation under
CERCLA, are still subject to petroleumcleanup. DTSC requests these parcels
not be called NFE parcels and color-coded as such. We believe another

:i designationsuch as "Further evaluation under TPH program" employing different _'
color code would be more appropriate.

8. Lead Based Paint (LBP)

Soil surrounding buildings or structures constructed prior to 1978 may be
impacted by lead contamination and should therefore be sampled for lead when
the buildings/structures are demolished. DTSC requests this concern be handled
as a specific disclosure item upon property transfer. This applies to existing as
well as demolished buildings and structures.

9. Transformers

The status of transformers at some EDC-5 parcels need clarification.

Minor Reportin.qErrors

10. Minor Reporting Error

Minor reporting errors are listed inAttachment I.



Draft Final EDC-5Sl
DTSC CommentLetterdated March 18,2005

AttachmentI

MinorReportingErrors

1. Section3.1.7 states that the SWMU EvaluationReport (SulTech2005)
concludedthat no further evaluation/noadditionalcorrectiveaction isnecessary
for SWMUs locatedin TransferParcel EDC-5. This is incorrect. The SulTech
report does recommendfurther evaluationof a numberof SWMUs.

2. Page4-2, second paragraphstatesthat metalswere comparedto threshold
backgroundconcentrationsdevelopedspecificallyfor AlamedaPoint. This does
not seemto be exactly correct. According to the legendof Figure4-7, metalsin
soil were compared to the residentialsoil PRGas well as theAlameda Point
background. Metals in groundwaterwere comparedto tap water PRG. This is
important becauseDTSC, as repeatedlystated in HERDmemo, hasyet to agree
to the backgroundlevel developed for AlamedaPoint. We have always
maintainedthat the AlamedaPoint backgroundconcentrationcannot be usedto
screen out a chemical.

3. Page 4-3, bottomof the page, bullet4 statesthat areas withPAH concentrations
above 1.0ppm will be comparedto "to be determined"background
concentrationsor compared to nine risk criteria. This does not seemto be _W'
exactly right. It is our understandingthat the cleanuplevel (same as screening
level in the PAH case) the agencieshave agreedto at AlamedaPoint is an
averageof 0.62 mg/kg,with a ceiling of 1 mg/kgof BaPequivalent. This means
areas with averagePAH concentrationsequal to or below0.62mg/kg of BaP
equivalentmay requireno furtheraction,whileareas with PAHgreater than 1
mg/kg of BaP equivalentare consideredhot spots and remediationwill be
necessary.

4. The lead removal data (Inset Maps 1 and 2) have appearedin Figures4-3
through 4-6. This seems to be an error. Pleasecorrect it.

5. AttachmentA: Page 1 of the Responseto Comments(RTC)noted comments
from Dr. Jim Polisini receivedby Darren Newton(Navy)via an email dated
9/15/04 from MarciaLiao. In fact theYwere preliminarycomments,per Darren
Newton'srequest, from Marcia Liao.

6. AttachmentA: Table A-2-1 includeda numberof"NFA Recommendedby DTSC
(2004)". In fact these were NFArecommendedby DTSCstaff in November
1999. DTSC managementreviewof these NFAs is pending.

7. AttachmentA, NavyRTC to DTSC Comments(ExhibitA) notes that Navy
recommendsNFAfor OWS 012A and 012B (Parcel23F). Infact, the Navyhas
includedthese two oil water separators inAOC 20 for furtherevaluation. Please

make sureAttachmentA ___e maintext of the report.

Page 1 of 1



N00236.0002277
ALAMEDA POINT
SSIC NO. 5090.3

SENSITIVE RECORD
i Illll

PORTIONSOF THIS RECORDARECONSIDERED
SENSITIVEAND ARENOT FORPUBLICVIEWING

PRIVATE CITIZEN'S E-MAIL ADDRESS HAS BEEN
REDACTED IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE PRIVACY ACT

QUESTIONS MAY BE DIRECTED TO:

DIANE Cl SILVA
RECORDS MANAGEMENT SPECIALIST

NAVAL FACILITIES ENGINEERING COMMAND
_' SOUTHWEST

1220 PACIFIC HIGHWAY
SAN DIEGO, CA 92132

TELEPHONE: (619) 532-3676
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Mr. Thomas Macchiarella
Page 4
March 18, 2005

We look forward to meeting with the Navy, preferably in the next two weeks, to discuss
these issues. Please feel free to contact me at (510)-540-3767 or mliao@dtsc.ca.qov if
you have any questions.

Sincerely,

Marcia Y. Liao
Remedial Project Manager

Attachment

Cc (via US Mail and email):

Ms. Anna-Marie Cook
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. EPA Region IX
75 Hawthorne Street
San Francisco, CA 94105-3901

Mr. Mark Ripperda
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. EPA Region IX
75 Hawthorne Street
San Francisco, CA 94105-3901

Ms.Judy Huang, P.E.
Regional Water Quality Control Board
San Francisco Bay Region
1515 Clay Street, Suite 1400
Oakland, CA 94612

Cc (via email):

Greg Lorton, SWDiv, Gregory.Lorton@navy.mil
Darren Newton, SWDiv, Darren.Newton@navy.mil
ElizabethJohnson, City of Alameda, ejohnson@ci.alameda.ca.us
Peter Russel, Northgate Environmental, Peter.Russell@ngem.com
Jean Sweeney, RAB Co-Chair
Lea Loizos, Arc Ecology, lealoizos@mindspring.com

SENSITIVE



EXHIBIT III PARCEL EVALUATION
I

23F

39

40

41 x

42

43 x
44

45

61A

62

63

64

65 x

7C

71

72

73

77 AOC 11

78 x

79

8(] AOC 9

81

82

83

84

85 x

8_

87

8e

8c_ NFE

9C NFE

91 AOC 3

9,_

9_

94

9-_ NFE

9E 4

97 AOC 4

9E x AOC 4, 5, 7, 8, 10

9c.

10(101 NFE

10: AOC 15
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105 x x

106 x x x " x AOC 12
107 x x x x x

108 x x ,,,109 x x x x

110 x x AOC 23

111 x ix x x

115 x x x x x

121 x x x AOC 23

123 :x x x AOC 23

124 x x x x AOC 23

125 x x x ;x AOC 23

126 x x x :x AOC 23

130 x x AOC 25

132 x x x AOC 25

185 x x x _X,. AOC 17
187 x x x

188 x x

189 x ;x x

194 x x AOC 2

195 x x x x x x AOC 19

197 x x x x AOC 24

203 x x x
I

2O5 Ix x xx
i

206 x x x

207 NFE

208 x x

212 IX x

213 NFE

Note:

NFE No FurtherEvaluation(DTSC management reviewhas been completed unlessnoted otherwise)
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Departmentof Toxic SubstancesControl

Alan C. Lloyd, Ph.D. 700 Heinz Avenue, Suite 200 Arnold Schwarzenegger
AgencySecretary Berkeley, California 94710-2721 Govemor

Cal/EPA

November 21,2005

Mr. Thomas L. Macchiarella, Code BPMOW.TLM
Department of The Navy
Base Realignment and Closure Program Management OfficeWest
1455 Frazee Road, Suite 900
San Diego, CA 92108-4310

DRAFT REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION WORPLAN, IR SITE 35, ALAMEDA POINT,
ALAMEDA, CALIFORNIA

Dear Mr. Macchiarella:

The Human and Ecological Risk Division (HERD) of the Department of Toxic
Substances Control (DTSC) has reviewed the draft Remedial Investigation (RI) work
plan, dated October 3, 2005, for Installation Restoration (IR) Site 35. The comments,
which were transmitted electronically to the Navy on November 16, 2005, are attached.
Please review the comments and contact me at 510-540-3767 or mliao@dtsc.ca.qov if
you have any questions.

Sincerely,

Marcia Liao
Remedial Project Manager
Office of Military Facilities

Mr. Thomas L. Macchiarella

(_) Printedon Recycled Paper



N00236.0002277
ALAMEDA POINT
SSIC NO. 5090.3

SENSITIVE RECORD

PORTIONS OF THIS RECORD ARE CONSIDERED
SENSITIVE AND ARE NOT FOR PUBLIC VIEWING

PRIVATE CITIZEN'S HOME AND E-MAIL ADDRESSES
HAVE BEEN REDACTED IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE

PRIVACY ACT

QUESTIONS MAY BE DIRECTED TO:

DIANE C. SILVA
RECORDS MANAGEMENT SPECIALIST

NAVAL FACILITIES ENGINEERING COMMAND
SOUTHWEST

1220 PACIFIC HIGHWAY
SAN DIEGO, CA 92132

TELEPHONE: (619) 532-3676
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Page 2 of 2November 21,2005

Cc (via US Mail and email):

Ms. Anna-Marie Cook (cook.anna-marie@epa.qov)
Remedial Project Manager
US Environmental Protection Agency
Region IX
75 Hawthorne Street
San Francisco, CA 94105

Ms. Judy Huang (ichuanq@waterboards.ca.qov)
Regional Water Quality Control Board
1515 Clay St., Suite 1400
Oakland, CA 94612

Ms. Elizabeth Johnson (eiohnson@ci.alameda.ca.us)
950 W. Mall Square, Bldg 1
Alameda Point
Alameda, CA 94501

Mrs. Jean Sweeney
RAB Community Co-Chair

Cc (via email):

Greg Lorton, Navy, Gre.qory.Lorton@navy.mil
Peter Russell, Russell Resources, peter@russellresources.com
Michelle Dalrymple, DTSC, mdalrymp@dtsc.ca.qov
Jim Polisini, DTSC, jpolisin@dtsc.ca.qov

SENSITIVE
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Department of Toxic Substances Control

Alan C. Lloyd, Ph.D. 1011 North Grandview Avenue Arnold Schwarzenegger
AgencySecretary Glendale, California 91201 Governor

CaI/EPA

MEMORANDUM

TO: Marcia Liao, DTSC Project Manager
OMF Berkeley Office
700 Heinz Street, Second Floor
Berkeley, CA 94704

FROM: James M. Polisini, Ph.D.
Staff Toxicologist, HERD
1011 North GrandviewAvenue
Glendale, CA 91201

DATE: November 16, 2005

SUBJECT: DRAFT WORK PLAN FOR REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION IR SITE

,,,,,,) 35, APPENDIX E, HUMAN HEALTH RISK ASSESSMENT WORKPLAN
[SITE 201209-18 PCA 18040H:8]

BACKGROUND

HERD reviewed the documenttitled Draft Work Plan for Remedial Investigation, IR Site
35, Areas of Concern in Transfer Parcel EDC-5,Alameda Point, Alameda, California,
dated October 2005. This document was prepared by Bechtel Environmental, Inc. of
San Diego, California. This review is in response to your written work request for HERD
review during the month of November, 2005 and an electronic mail message requesting
a rapid review of Appendix E, the Human Health Risk Assessment (HHRA) Work Plan.

Installation Restoration (IR) Site 35 is comprised of numerous areas within Transfer
Parcel Economic Development Conveyance 5 (EDC-5). Twenty five Areas of Concern
(AOCs) were identified for further evaluation in the IR 35 Site Investigation (SI) Report.
Subsequent discussions between the Navy and regulatory agencies, from May, 2005
through July, 2005, refined the areas requiring further evaluation (Section 1, page 1-1)
as:
Twenty three (23) of the 25 AOCS identified in the SI Report;
Three (3) data gap areas; and,
Nine (9) Solid Waste Management Units (SWMUs).

(_) Printed on RecycledPaper



Marcia Liao
November 16, 2005
Page 2

IR 35 consists of numerous areas within Transfer Parcel EDC-5 that total approximately
50 acres in the northeastern portion of NASA. Most of IR 35 is open space (grass,
gravel or paved areas) with no buildings. Historical use included living quarters; a
soccer field; medical facilities; aircraft storage, flight testing and maintenance facilities
and associated taxiways, runways, and terminal; offices; educational buildings; parking;
grounds maintenance; a golf course; a jail; water towers; a heating plant; painting and
sandblasting facilities; an engineering laboratory; electrical substations; smelting
operations; hobby shops; a liquid oxygen/nitrogen facility; dog training and kenneling
facilities; a plant nursery; material storage areas; communications towers; hazardous
materials storage; chemical storage; fuel storage tanks; and oil/water separators.

In 1930, the U.S. Army acquired the original base property from the City of Alameda
and began construction activities in 1930. In 1936, the Navy acquired titled to the land
form the Army and began building an air station. Construction of the based included
filling tidelands, marshlands, and sloughs with dredge materials from the San Francisco
Bay. Naval Air Station Alameda (NASA) was an active naval facility from 1940 to 1997.
Base operations included aircraft, engine, gun and avionics maintenance; engine
overhaul and repair; fueling activities; and metal plating, stripping and painting activities.

GENERAL COMMENTS

At your request, this memorandum is a review of the HHRA Work Plan only. Additional
comments on the remainder of the Work Plan may be provided under separate cover at
a later date.

"SPECIFIC COMMENTS

1. Please indicate whether, in addition to the U.S. EPA, the Department of Toxic
Substances Control (DTSC) has yet to concur with the 'simplifications' of the
baseline HHRA work plan (Section 1.0, page E1-2).

2. HERD has no objection to limiting the possible range of exposure scenarios solely to
future residential use (Section 1.0, page E1-2). This renders the HHRA a modified
screening risk assessment,with the conclusion limited to an agreement that
unrestricted use is, or is not, appropriate. In cases where the baseline HHRA
indicates unrestricted use is not appropriate, further characterization, evaluation of
alternative risk assessment scenarios or deed restriction may be required.

3. Please explain the purpose for comparing R-qualified data (i.e., unusable
concentrations) to samples that have reported values if the only subsequent action
is elimination of the R-qualified data (Section 2.1, page E2-1). It would seem that
identification of the R-qualifieddata and elimination of R-qualified data does not
require comparison to samples with reported values.



Marcia Liao
November 16, 2005
Page 3

4. The rationale for combining data from AOC 1 with data from EBS Transfer Parcels
78 and 79 due to their geographic continuity is understandable (Section 2.2.2, page
D2-2). The following Sentence,regarding combining other data sets 'based on data
evaluation', is ambiguous. Please clearly state the proposed criteria which would
be used to determine whether to combine soil and groundwater data sets.

5. Please include the underlined phrase in the sentence presented (Section 2.2.2,
page E2-2) as 'EPCs for soil pathways will be estimated, for pathways other than
incidental soil inqestion and dermal soil exposure, from measured soil sample
values associated with each AOC'. If this statement does not accurately represent
the proposal for developing Exposure Point Concentrations (EPCs) for different
media, please restate the sentence to indicatewhich exposure pathways will be
estimated and which will be based on measured concentrations.

6. The work plan proposed is for a baseline HHRA (Section 1.0, page E1-2, bulleted
items). Considerations of 'draw down' and changes in groundwater flow due to
groundwater extraction (Section 2.2.3, page E2-2) are not normally undertaken in a
baseline HHRA. That said, combining groundwater data from adjacent AOCs, as

long as the result is a more accurate and reasonable characterization of thegroundwater concentrations (i.e., the groundwater concentration is not decreased by
the data combination), is acceptable for adjacent AOCs.

7. Please indicate how the daily intake rates will be estimated (Section 2.2.4, page E2-
3) for exposure pathways where the EPC is not a point estimate (e.g., 95 percent
upper confidence limit of the mean or maximum concentration) of measured soil or
groundwater concentrations. For example, please outline how will the daily intake
rate for ingestion of homegrown produce or the daily exposure from inhalation of
Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs) in indoor air be developed.

8. Please clarify the meaning of the term 'confirmed' when discussing the development
of a group of toxicity values from the U.S. EPA Region 9 Preliminary Remediation
Goals (PRGs), the U.S. EPA Integrated Risk Information System (IRIS) and the U.S.
EPA Health Effects Assessment Summary Tables (HEAST) (Section 2.3, page E2-3,
sixth line of paragraph). Standard HHRA practice would be to 'augment' (i.e., to add
to) the PRG toxicity values for Contaminants of Concern (COCs) with toxicity values
from IRISor HEAST.

9. The non-cancer hazard evaluation criterion (i.e., a Hazard Quotient of 1) is explicitly
stated for individual elements or compounds (Section 2.4, page E2-3). Please
provide the non-cancer risk evaluation criterion for summed non-cancer hazard (i.e.,
the Hazard Index).
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CONCLUSIONS

HERD comments identify areas or the HHRA process which require more detail rather
than objections to the outlined process. Once the additional detail requested is
provided, and suggested editorial changes are made, a HHRA preformed according to
the process outlined (Appendix E) will supply risk assessment products sufficient to
determine whether unrestricted use is appropriate given current conditions for IR 35.

HERD Internal Review: MichaelWade, Ph.D., DABT
Senior Toxicologist

cc: Sophia serda, Ph.D.
U.S. EPA Region IX (SFD-8-B)
75 Hawthorne Street
San Francisco, CA 94105

Ned Black, Ph.D., BTAG Member
U.S. EPA Region IX (SFD-8-B)
75 Hawthorne Street
San Francisco, CA 94105

Ms. Beckye Stanton, BTAG Member
California Department of Fish and Game
1700 K Street, Room 250
Sacramento, CA 94244-2090

Charlie Huang, Ph.D., BTAG Member
California Department of Fish and Game
1700 K Street, Room 250
Sacramento, CA 94244-2090

Laurie Sullivan, M.S., BTAG Member
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
c/o U. S. EPA Region 9 (H-1-2)
75 Hawthorne Street
San Francisco, CA 94105-3901

Naomi Feger, BTAG Member
Judy Huang, BTAG Member
San Francisco RegionalWater Quality Control Board
1515 Clay Street, Suite 1400
Oakland, CA 94612

Voice 818-551-2853; Facsimile 818-551-2841
C:\Risk\NASA\IRSite 35 Draft HHRA Work Plan.doc/h:8



_I_ _ UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
_-_IIW,,,'/_ REGION IX

_@_' 75 Hawthorne
_%"_p_' San Francisco, CA 94105

Street

SFD 8-3

November 7, 2005

Mr. Thomas Macchiarella, Code 06CA.TM
Department of the Navy
Base Realignment and Closure
Program Management Office West
1455Frazee Road, Suite 900
San Diego, CA 92108-4310

RE: Draft Work Plan for Remedial Investigation, IR Site 35, Areas of Concern in
Transfer Parcel EDC-5, AlamedaPoint

Dear Mr. Macchiarella:

EPA has reviewed the above referenced document, prepared by Bechtel Environmental, Inc. and
submitted by the Navy on October 3, 2005. To accommodate a request from the Navy, the
agencies performed an expedited review of the workplan. Many meetings between the regulators,
the Navy and the City of Alameda were held during the preparation of this workplan to focus and
quantify the number and types of samples needed to answer lingering questions concerning
potential sources of contamination at EDC-5. Please find enclosed a few remaining concerns we
have with the workplan.

If you have any questions, please call me at (415) 972-3029.

Sincerely,

Anna-Marie Cook

Remedial Project Manager

cc: Greg Lorton, SWDiv
Marcia Liao,DTSC
Judy Huang, RWQCB
Jean Sweeney, RAB Co-Chair
Peter Russell, Russell Resources
Karla Brasaemle, TechLaw Inc

John Chesnutt, EPA
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(_ _ EPA Review of the Draft Work Plan for Remedial Investigation,IR Site 35, Areas of Concern in Transfer Parcel EDC-5, Alameda Point

General Comments:

l. There appears to be some confusion between EPA and the Navy as to what constitutes IR
35. EPA believes that IR 35 should not be limited to areas needing further investigation,
but should also include those areas that need to be taken through an RFFS process
ultimately resulting in a Record of Decision containing selected remedies for areas that
require remediation.

2. The Data Quality Objectives (DQO) process in the Draft Work Plan for Remedial
Investigation, IR Site 35, Areas of Concern in Transfer Parcel EDC-5, Alameda
PoinLAlameda California (the Work Plan) does not begin with evaluating
whether the nature and extent of contamination has been defined. The nature
and extent of contamination should be determined and a site conceptual model
should be developed to explain the presence and extent of contamination before
performing the human health risk assessment. Otherwise, it is likely that the risk
will be underestimated (e.g., if the maximum level of contamination is not found
or if some contaminants are not identified) or even overestimated (e.g., if low
level contamination is found over a wide area). The first key decision rule should

(_ be whether the nature and extent of contamination has been defined; once theextent of contamination has been delineated, then decision rules about the
results of the risk assessment can be considered. Please include a question
like: "Has the nature and extent of contamination been defined?" as the first
decision and develop the associated decision rules in Table 1-2.

3. Some data gaps will not be addressed by the sampling that is proposed in the Sampling
and Analysis Plan (SAP) Appendix AI: Study Areas in IR Site 35:

AOC 10: The proposed sampling may not be sufficient to evaluate the extent of
lead contamination south of S-36B-W50 since there is no proposed sampling
point in this area. When looking at the proposed sampling on the figures and the
extent of lead contamination, it appears that lead is not bounded to the north as
well as to the south. Please consider adding additional sampling locations south
of S-36B-W50 as well as to the north.

- AOC 12: It is unclear why sampling is proposed east of previous location 107-
0001/107-002, since the data in Table A2-14 indicates that the concentration of
lead did not exceed the remedial action objective (RAO) of 199 milligrams per
kilogram (mg/kg). Please consider moving the proposed sampling location east of
previous location 107-0001/107-002 to the north.

1



In addition, no sampling points have beenproposed to evaluate the extent
of lead in soil west and south of SS-105-A1 (397 mg!kg) and west of SS-
105-C1 (211 mg/kg). Since this area is within the boundaiy of AOC 12,
please propose additional sampling locations to define the extent of lead
contamination in the vicinity of these two locations.

- AOC 13: Additional sampling is needed to delineate the extent of
contamination in AOC 13. The extent of p0!ynuclear aromatic
hydrocarbons (PAHs) in the vicinity of QQ25 is not bounded by a previous
or proposed sample to the west and the extent of pesticides in the vicinity
of 103-0020 is not bounded to the west or southwest. Please include an
additional sampling point for PAH analysis west of previous sample QQ25
and one west-southwest of 103-0020 for pesticide analysis.

AOC 23: This AOC is extremely large with many potential release sources
to soil and groundwater such as PCB transformer storage areas and
areas of visibly heavy staining. Without a grid type sampling plan, or
plans to perform step-out samples, it is difficult to be reasonably sure that
nature and extent of potential contamination will be adequately assessed
with the current workplan. This area is one where follow-on work may be
necessary at a later stage.

AOC 24: The SI stated that there was a former dry cleaning plant in
Building 197, but this is not discussed in Appendix A1 and no samples are
proposed to evaluate this potential source of groundwater contamination.
Since all of the previous samples focused on the south side of the building
and groundwater flows to the north-northeast, it is possible that there is
undetected contamination. Please include a discussion of the dry
cleaning plant and clarify whether samples to evaluate the potential for
VOCs in groundwater should be taken.

4. The text in several sections (e.g., A.1.10.2.2) states that analytical results are shown on
the associated figures (e.g., Figure AI-11), but the figures do not include analytical
results. Please include the missing analytical results on the figures.

5. The text indicates that every groundwater sample will be filtered in the laboratory for all
analytes except VOCs, but filtration is not appropriate for analytes other than metals, and
metals samples must be filtered and preserved in the field in order to avoid oxidation of
metals. Filtration of a sample requires a clear statement of objectives regarding the
representativeness of the resulting analysis data and how the data will be used, but this
information is not provided in the Work Plan. In particular, filtration of a turbid water
sample will change the composition (particle size and associated chemical
concentrations) of the sample in unknown ways because the filter is designed to not pass
particles of a certain size (such as 0.45 microns), but it can also trap smaller particles

2



(_ when a filtercake builds up. Additionally, chilling a water sample and storing can
promote further sorption of constituents (SVOCs, PAHs, PCBs, etc.), and filtering the
sample in the laboratory allows time for aggregation of particulates that will further
decrease and therefore under represent the chemical concentrations in solution. As a
historical note, the avoidance of filtration in the late 1980swas recommended because
filtration was recognized as removing mobile particulates (such as colloidal materials)
and therefore the transport of chemical contaminants was underestimated. Please specify
that metals samples will be filtered in the field to avoid oxidation of metals and delete
references to filtration in the laboratory or discuss the impact of filtration and storage on
the representativeness of the samples in the context of site specific conditions and the
DQOs.

6. The analytical laboratory(ies) and geotechnical laboratory are not specified in the SAP.
Please specify the laboratories that will do the analyses and geotechnicalwork in the next
version of the Work Plan.

Specific Comments:

1. Work Plan Page 1-1, second paragraph: Please include an explanation concerning the
status of Parcel 98 in this section. Parcel 98 is part of EDC-5 and, because of existing
PAH contamination, will need to go through the RI/FS process for remedy selection.

(_ Even though further investigationof PAH contamination at this parcel is not necessary as
part of this workplan, a remedy that is consistent with one that will be selected for Site 25
needs to be incorporated in the Record of Decision for Site 35.

2. Work Plan Section 1.2, Scope of Effort, Page 1-2; Work Plan Section 2.9.4, Ecological
Summary, Page 2-8; and SAP Section 1.3, Project/Task Description, Page A1-3: It is
unclear whether groundwater results from study areas other than AOCs 2 and 4 and EBS
Parcel 205 will be compared to criteria for aquatic receptors; the relevant sentence,
"Groundwater results for study areas adjacent to or near surface water (e.g., AOCs 2 and
4, and EBS Parcel 205) will be compared to criteria for aquatic receptors," is found in
these three sections. The use of"e.g." indicates that the followingphrase is not a
complete list of such sites, and it appears that there are other sites in close proximity to
aquatic receptors. Please discuss whether groundwater samples from sites like AOCs 3,
20, 21 and 23 will also be screened against criteria for aquatic receptors.

3. Work Plan Page 2-2, Site Description, second paragraph: Since IR 35 should include
most, if not all, of Parcel 98, it is incorrect to state that there are no buildings present. In
fact there are many residences. Parcel 78 also has a number of buildings.

4. Work Plan Section 2.10, Historical Features, Page 2-8: This section discusses the
presence of historic buildings in AOCs 1, 2, 7, and 10, but the document is unclear about



how the historic nature of the buildings affects this Work Plan and SAP. Please expand
this section with the addition of an explanation of how the NAS Alameda Historic
District affects the Work Plan, SAP, and the eventual Remedial Investigation/Feasibility
Study (RI!FS).

5. Work Plan Figure 2-7, Habitat Areas: The location of the monarch butterfly roosting
area ("a potentially sensitive habitat located in a park-like area between Barber's Point
Road and Pearl Harbor Road... approximately 250 feet southwest of AOC 5", Section
2.9.2, page 2-7) is not shown on the habitat figure. Please include the monarch butterfly
roosting area on Figure 2-7.

6. Work Plan Page 3-1, Previous Investigations: Please include the background PAH study
performed in 2002. It is a key document that will help to decide how to select a remedy
for soil PAH contamination in Parcel 98.

7. Work Plan Page 3-4, Section 3.7: Include the PAH background study which formed the
basis for a large soil removal action in this section.

8. Work Plan Page 3-5, Section 3.7.2.1"Note that groundwater contamination may be
migrating from Site 6 and Site 28 and impacting EDC-5 property.

9. Work Plan Page 3-5, Section 3.8, Storm Sewer Investigations, second bullet: Closed-
circuit television was only used on portions of lines that were accessible to TV. Please
verify which portions of the lines in EDC-5 were accessible and which portions were not
and provide the results on a figure. This step can be done in the RIFFSreport and is
important as part of the conceptual site model.

10. Work Plan Page 3-6, Section 3.8, third paragraph: Please include an explanation of why
the data summary report concluded that storm sewer lines were not acting as preferred
conduits.

11. Work Plan Page 3-7, Section 3.11: Since EPA considers Parcel 98 and its PAIl issues to
be part of IR 35, the statement that no soil samples in IR 35 had PAHs above the soil
screening criterion is incorrect. The other alternative for the Navy to deal with the PAH
issues at Parcel 98 would be to separate out the PAH issues into a new IR site (IR 36), but
this approach would seem to delay the clean up and transfer process.

12. Work Plan Page 3-7, Section 3.12, first paragraph: For completeness, it should be noted
that the third "water tower" did not exist at the time of the 2001 investigation and instead
the area beneath and surrounding the former water tower was investigated for lead.
Similarly, the radio tower adjacent to the residential area had been removed at an earlier
date and it was the concrete footings and surrounding soil that were investigated and
remediated for lead contamination.

4



13. Work Plan Page 3-7, Section 3.12, last paragraph: Please elaborate on how elevated lead
concentrations were found beneath the hardscape cover. Were these samples taken as
part of the removal action delineation? If elevated lead concentrations are present
beneath hardscape, then the potential exposure to future receptors at2er removal of the
hardscape must be considered in remedy selection.

14. Work Plan Page 3-8, Section 3.13, first paragraph: Please state that the PCB clean up
levels for the removal action were 1 ppm.

15. Work Plan Figure 3-1 : This figure should include the PAH soil sampling locations.

16. Appendix A Foreword: There appears to be some confusion between EPA and the Navy
as to what constitutes IR 35. EPA believes that IR 35 should not be limited to areas

needing further investigation, but should also include those areas that need to be taken
through an RIFFSprocess ultimately resulting in a Record of Decision containing selected
remedies for areas that require remediation.

17. Appendix A Page Al-iii, bullets: Where is the PAH background study report from 2002
and the TCRA for PAH in West Housing performed in 2003?

18. Appendix A Page Al-iii, last bullet: Please clarify specifically what is meant by
"threshold background Concentrations".

19. Appendix A, SAP Section 1.3, Pr0ject/Task Description, Page A1-3: This section
states that the proposed sampling locations for each area in IR Site 35 are
shown on Figure 1-5, while they are actually shown on Figure 1-6. Figure 1-5 is
the conceptual site model. Please correct the reference to Figure 1-5 and
change it to refer to Figure 1-6.

20. Appendix A, SAP Section 1.4, Quality Objectives and Criteria, Page A1-5: The bullet
"DQOs for AOCs and data gap areas" does not list AOCs 1, 20, and 25, though these are
included in the list on the previous page of AOCs that' require additional sampling and
analysis. Please add AOCs 1, 20, and 25 to this bullet, or provide an explanation as to
why they have been excluded.

21. Appendix A, SAP Section 2.2.2, Page A2-6: The third bullet appears to indicate that all
equipment, including large equipment that is decontaminated with a pressure washer or
steam-cleaner, will be rinsed twice with deionized or distilled water. Please confirm that

this is the case or revise this section to indicate that only smaller equipment will be rinsed
twice with deionized or distilled water.

22. Appendix A, SAP Table 2-2, Analytical Methods, Containers, Preservatives, and Holding
Times for Proposed Groundwater'Samples: This table indicates that target analyte list

(_) (TAL) metals Samples will be submitted without an acid preservative, which is

5



presumably to allow the laboratory to filter these samples, but this will allow metals to
oxidize so the results will not be representative of conditions in the aquifer. Since a
peristaltic pump will be present on site to use if the bladder pump screen is clogged, to
ensure that there is a representative sample, this pump should be used to field filter
samples for metals analysis within 30 minutes or less of sample collection. Please revise
the SAP to specify that TAL metals samples will be field filtered.

23. SAP Appendix A1, Section A1.14, Area of Concern 14, Page A1-24: The text states that
AOC 14 is "along Orion Street between Stardust Place and West Tower Avenue", but
Figure A 1-15 shows AOC 14 along Norfolk Road between Stardust Place and West
Tower Avenue. Please correct either Section A1.14 or Figure A 1-15.

24. SAP Appendix A1, Section A1.23.1.3, Proposed Sampling Rationale and Design, Page
A1-37: The first sentence in the fourth paragraph states, "Both soil and discrete
groundwater samples will be collected at EBS Parcel 72," but the text in this section
discusses EBS Parcel 71. Please resolve this discrepancy.

25. SAP Appendix A1, SectiOn 1.23.8.1, EBS Parcel 126, Page A1-51: The text states that
non-PCB transformer fluid was stored in drums on a concrete pad at the electrical
substation (Building 411), but this structure was constructed prior to 1947 when PCBs
were ubiquitous in transformers. It is likely that the observation ofnon-PCB transformer
fluid was made during the EBS in the 1990s, so it cannot be concluded that PCBs were
not used historically in the transformers in this substation or that PCBs were not spilled.
Please revise the text to state that drums ofnon-PCB transformer were observed during
the 1990s, but that prior to the Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA), all oil-containing
transformers contained PCBs.

26. SAP Appendix A1, Section A1.23.8.2, Operable Units 1 and 2 Data Gaps Investigation,
Page A1-52: The text refers to data gap samples collected at EBS Parcel 125, but this
discussion is for EBS Parcel 126. Please resolve this discrepancy.

27. SAP Appendix A1, Section 1.25.2.2, Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study Data
Transmittal Memorandum for Sites 4, 5, 8, 10A, 12, and 14, Page A1-56 and Table A2-
34 AOC25 Water: The text states that cadmium and thallium were reported in the
groundwater sample from DHP-S03-03, but analytical data from this sample are not
included in Table A2-34. Please provide the missing data.

28. Figure A1-9, Area of Concern 8: SAP Section A1.8, Area of Concern 8, mentions that
AOC 8 is near Pensacola Lane and Corpus Christi Road, but neither of these streets is
labeled on Figure A1-9. Please label Pensacola Lane and Corpus Christi Road on Figure
A1-9.

29. Figure A1-13, Area of Concern 12: It is unclear why the symbol used to designate
detections for some locations (e.g., Grid 6 Tower 61,107-0001/0002, Parcel 106 Grid 28,



(_ parcel 106 Grid 30, and Parcel 106 Grid 31) indicates that the lead concentration in these
locations exceed the RAO of 199 mg/kg when the lead concentrations for these locations
in Table A2-14 is considerably lower than the RAO. Please resolve this discrepancy.

30. Figure Al-15, Area of Concern 14 and Table A2-16: The sampling location identifiers in
Table A2-16 do not match the sampling location names on Figure Al-15. Please resolve
this discrepancy and check to ensure that there areno such discrepancies between the data
tables and other figures.

31. Figure A1-22, Area of Concern 23: SAP Section A1.23.1, EBS Parcel 71, states that
Building 544 is present on EBS Parcel 71 (page A1-34). However, Figure A1-22 shows
only the text label ("544") of the building, with no indication of the building's current or
past footprint. Please revise Figure A1-22 to include the footprint of Building 544.

32. Appendix E, Section 2.1, Data Evaluation, Page E2-1: It is stated that "all chemicals
reported at concentrations above detection limits in at least one sample in data considered
suitable for use in the HHRA [human health risk assessment] will be included as
chemicals of potential concern (COPCs) in the HHRA," but additional discussion
regarding the selection of detection limits with respect to risk-based goals is not provided.
An attempt should be made to select analytical methods with detection limits that are

less than risk-based screening levels so that COPCs that might contribute to risk and
hazard at the site are not removed from consideration due to an elevated detection limit.

(_ Please revise the Work Plan to discuss how chemicals with detection limits greater than
risk-based screening levels will be addressed in the risk assessment.

33. Appendix E, Section 2.2.3, Estimation of Exposure Point Concentrations, Page
E2-2: It is stated that exposure point concentrations (EPCs) for inhalation of
indoor and outdoor airwill be modeled based on soil and groundwater data
associated with each AOC. However, specific models are not proposed for use
in estimating EPCs. Please revise the Work Plan to include additional
information about the models that will be used to estimate EPCs for indoor and
outdoor air.
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34. Appendix E, Section 2.3, Toxicity Assessment, Page E2-3: This section presents
information regarding the source of toxicity criteria proposed for use in the risk
assessment and specifically mentions U.S. EPA's Integrated Risk Information
System (IRIS) and Health Effects Assessment Summary Tables (HEAST), but
please note that OSWER Directive 9285.7-53, issued by U.S. EPA's Office of
Solid Waste and Emergency Response on December 5, 2003, updates the
hierarchy of human health toxicity values and provides guidance for the sources
of toxicity information that should be used in performing a human health risk
assessment. Specifically, the Directive indicates that, if toxicity criteria are not
provided in IRIS, U.S. EPA's Office of Research and Development/National
Center for Environmental Assessment/Superfund Health Risk Technical Support
Center should be consulted to obtain a Provisional Peer Reviewed Toxicity Value
(PPRTV). HEAST is identified in the Directive as a third tier source of toxicity
criteria. Please revise the text to reflect the most recent guidance for obtaining
toxicity values.

35. AppendixE, Section 3, References, Page E3-1: U.S. EPA's Risk Assessment
Guidance for Superfund (RAGS), Volume I: Human Health Evaluation Manual
(Part E, Supplemental Guidance for Dermal Risk Assessment) - Final, dated July
2004 does not appear on the list of References. RAGS Part E should be
consulted for guidance on evaluating risk to human receptors via the dermal
pathway. Please include RAGS Part E in the references and incorporate it into
the HHRA methodology.



C C C
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON DRAFT WORK PLAN FOR REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION

IR SITE 35, AREAS OF CONCERN IN TRANSFER PARCEL EDC-5
ALAMEDA POINT, ALAMEDA,CALIFORNIA

DATED OCTOBER 2005, CTO-0077/0011

Written on 08 November, 2005

Judy Huang, Project Manager
California Regional Water Quality Control Board
San Francisco Bay Region

COMMENTS

Comment 1: Petroleum Screening Criteria Response 1:

Please use the appropriate screening criteria for all TPH program constituents as These screeninglevels will be used for TPH in the RI report. Step 3 of the DQOs
established in the lnterim Final Screeningfor Environmental Concerns at Sites (SAP Tables 1-2, 1-3, and 1-4) has been revised to refer to RWQCB ESLs as
with Contaminated Soil and Groundwater prepared by the California Regional screening criteria for TPH rather than Alameda Point soil PRCs for petroleum-
Water Quality Control Board, San Francisco Bay Region dated February 2005. contaminatedsites.

Comment 2: Storm Drain Catch Basin Lead Sampling Response2:

During the EBS Parcel 106 and 107 watertower removal,paintchips containing Storm-draincatchbasin sediment sampleswill be collected at two locationsand
lead allegedlyhad been releasedto Sea Plane Lagoonthroughthe stormwater analyzedfor lead. Oneof the sampleswill be collectedat Parcel 106, south of
collection system. Please include at minimum two storm-draincatch basin the water tower removal area. A utility map showingcatch basin locations has
sediment samples and sediment lead analysis in the Draft Work Plan. The been reviewed,and a second location has been identified between Parcel 106 and
samples should be collected in the storm drain catch basins between the water Seaplane Lagoon.
towers and Sea Plane Lagoon to: 1) verify if lead paint chips from the water
tower removal actions were discharged into Sea Plane Lagoon, and 2) determine
if stormwater collection system cleanup is necessary.

Comment 3: Corrective Action Area B (CAA B) Response 3:

The Draft Work Plan proposes to incorporate Area of Concern (AOC) 22 into The Navy will address any outstanding issues regarding AOC 22 with CAA B.
CAA B. However, CAA B is a recommended No Further Action (NFA) site.
Would the US Navy revise the CAA B NFA request report to incorporate
AOC 22 and conduct any additional sampling necessary?

Comment 4: Table 1-2, Data Quality Objectives for AOCs and Data Gap Response 4:

Areas at IR Site 35, Step 5, Develop Decision Rules The followingbullet has been added to Step2:
Step 5 onlycontains decision rules for human health risks yet Site 35 has AOCs

• "Are contaminants present in groundwater at concentrations that couldthat also has potential to cause ecological harm. Please include decision rules for
pose unacceptable risk to potential aquatic receptors in Oakland Inner

ecological risks. Harbor or Seaplane Lagoon?"
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON DRAFT WORK PLAN FOR REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION
IR SITE 35, AREAS OF CONCERN IN TRANSFER PARCEL EDC-5

ALAMEDA POINT, ALAMEDA,CALIFORNIA
DATED OCTOBER 2005, CTO-0077/0011

CommentsfromRWQCB- JudyHuang

The followingrelated decision rules have been added to Step 5:

"Data from previous investigations and data collected during this investigation
will be used to evaluate whether contaminants are present in groundwater at
concentrations that potentially could pose unacceptable risk to potential aquatic
receptors in Oakland Inner Harbor or Seaplane Lagoon. The following general
decision rules will be applied.

* If contaminantconcentrations in groundwater at AOCs adjacent to or
near surfacewater are below ecological comparison criteria, then it will
be concluded that risk to potential aquatic receptors is acceptable, and
no further action will be recommended.

* If contaminantconcentrations in groundwater at AOCs adjacent to or
near surface water are above ecological comparison criteria, then further
action may be recommended (e.g., additional sampling, modeling)."
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C C C
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON DRAFTWORK PLAN FOR REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION

IR SITE 35, AREAS OF CONCERN INTRANSFER PARCEL EDC-5
ALAMEDA POINT, ALAMEDA,CALIFORNIA

DATED OCTOBER 2005, CTO-0077/0011

Written on 08 November, 2005

Marcia Liao, Remedial Project Manager
Office of Military Facilities, Department of Toxic Substances Control
California Environmental Protection Agency

GENERAL COMMENTS

General Comment 1: Outstanding Technical Issues General Response 1:

IR Site 35, as defined in the subject work plan, is a CERCLA site consisting of DTSC's outstanding issues were discussed with the Navy in two conference calls,
25 Areas of Concerns (AOCs) identified in the Site Inspection (SI) report for on November 17 and 21, 2005 (RWQCB staff also participated in a portion of the
transfer parcel EDC-5. As indicated in our comment letter dated March 18, 2005 second call). Per the second conference call, text has been added to the RI Work
and various follow-up emails and meetings, DTSC believes a number of issues Plan to acknowledge outstanding issues raised by DTSC. The following text has
are outstanding at EDC-5. These issues, summarizedas follows, have impacted been added to Section 1, Introduction, after the first paragraph following the first
the identification of data gaps or AOCs at EDC-5 and possibly the study set of bullets; in Section 1.2 of the SAP, followingthe second set of bullets; at the
boundaries of IR Site 35. end of the "Remedial Investigation Sampling Approach" section in the Foreword

of Appendix A1; and in Section 1, Introduction of the HHRA, after the first set of
bullets:

"DTSC also identified lead-based paint, chlordane, and sanitary and industrial
waste sewer lines as outstanding issues, and requested a comparison of detection
limits from previous sampling results with RI comparison criteria. The Navy has
policies for addressing the first two issues and will follow these policies. The last
issue, along with the comparison of detection limits with RI criteria, will be
addressed during the RI, and results will be presented in the RI report. The Navy
and agencies will assess whether additional samples will be needed to resolve
these issues and determine the best timing to collect data, considering the transfer
schedule."

Comments in this section have been labeled "general" to make it more clear to
the reader which comments are being referenced in various Navy responses.

• PAils - DTSC believes PAHs in excess of 620 gg/kg (average) or Please see response to U.S. EPA General Comment 1, which addresses the issue
1,000 gg/kg (maximum) of BaP equivalent in soil less than 4 ft below ground of areas within EDC-5 that have residual PAHs in soil.
surface or under hardscape is not sufficiently protective of human health.
Remedy including removal or fill to achieve 4 ft separation, or Land Use
Control (LUC) to prohibit use consistent with IR Site 25 should be instituted.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON DRAFT WORK PLAN FOR REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION
IR SITE 35, AREAS OF CONCERN IN TRANSFER PARCEL EDC-5

ALAMEDA POINT, ALAMEDA, CALIFORNIA
DATED OCTOBER 2005, CTO-0077/0011

Comments from DTSC - Marcia Liao

• Sewers - Previous storm and sanitary sewer investigations are not sufficient A response to DTSC's issues regarding storm sewers will follow under separate
to determine whether exfiltration of industrial wastewater from IR Sites 3, 5, cover. As discussed in the November 21, 2005 conference call, DTSC's
6, 7, 8, 12 and 21 would have resulted in contamination of soil and/or outstanding concerns regarding sanitary and industrial waste sewer lines will be
groundwater on EDC-5 parcels located down flow of such facilities. Further addressed during the RI. The following text has been added to Section 1,
evaluation should be conducted. Soil and/or groundwater sampling may be Introduction, after the first paragraph following the first set of bullets:

necessary if it cannot be demonstrated that sewer lines are and have always "DTSC also identified lead-based paint, chlordane, and sanitary and industrial
been below the water table and flowing unpressurized, are not significantly waste sewer lines as outstanding issues, and requested a comparison of detectiondamaged, and/or are downflow from areas at industrial sites that did not

limits from previous sampling results with RI comparison criteria. The Navy has
discharge contaminated waste streams, policies for addressing the first two issues and will follow these policies. The last

issue, along with the comparison of detection limits with RI criteria, will be

addressed during the RI, and results will be presented in the RI report. The Navy
and agencies will assess whether additional samples will be needed to resolve
these issues and determine the best timing to collect data, considering the transfer
schedule."

• Groundwater - Groundwater beneath EBS parcels that are located It is the Navy's intent to address groundwater beneath EBS parcels that are
immediately adjacent to IR Sites 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 21, 26, and 28 may be located immediately adjacent to IR sites through the existing CERCLA program.
impacted. The Work Plan should acknowledge this and explain that the Please note, however, that additional information has been provided at some of
Navy intends to address it through existing CERCLA program (i.e. OU-1, the AOCs, where IR Site 35 sampling includes collection of groundwater samples
OU-2B, OU-2C, IR 26 and IR 28). within AOCs adjacent to IR sites in the existing CERCLA program (i.e., OU-1,

-2B, -2C, and -6). The data from these sampling points will be used to assess
whether contaminants found within the AOCs are associated with existing
CERCLA program sites or with historical IR Site 35 activities. The following
sentence has been added after the first paragraph following the first set of bullets
in the RI Work Plan Section 1, Introduction; after the last set of bullets in SAP

Section 1.4; at the end of the "Remedial Investigation Sampling Approach"
section in the Foreword of Appendix A1; and in Section 1, Introduction of the
HHRA, after the first set of bullets:

"The Navy is aware that contaminated groundwater from adjacent IR sites may
have impacted areas within IR Site 35, and will address this groundwater
contamination as part of the existing CERCLA program IR sites including IR
Sites 3, 4, and 21 (OU-2B); IR Site 5 (OU-2C); IR Sites 6, 7, and 8 (OU-1); and
IR Sites 26 and 28 (OU-6)."
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C C C
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON DRAFT WORK PLAN FOR REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION

IR SITE 35, AREAS OF CONCERN IN TRANSFER pARCEL EDC-5
ALAMEDA POINT, ALAMEDA, CALIFORNIA

DATED OCTOBER 2005, CTO-0077/0011
Commentsfrom DTSC - MarciaLiao

The following text will also be added to Step 3 of the DQOs and at the end of the
"Screening Criteria" section in the Foreword of Appendix A 1:

"Data from adjacent IR sites will also be reviewed to assess whether
contaminants are associated with these sites or historical IR Site 35 activities."

• Petroleum - Groundwater beneath EBS parcels that are located immediately ESLs will be used for TPH in the RI report. Please refer to response to RWQCB
adjacent to petroleum corrective action areas (CAA-6, CAA-7, CAA-8, Comment 1.
CAA-5A, CAA-B, and CAA-3A) may be impacted. Soil at some EBS
parcels show heavy staining and/or elevated petroleum residues. PRC
(Preliminary Remediation Criteria) was used in lieu of the more stringent
ESL (Environmental Screening Level) as the screening number. This Work
Plan should acknowledge these and explain how the Navy intends to address
these issues.

• SWMUs - Out of 49 SWMUs located at EDC-5, 25 SWMUs are in need of All but four of the nonpetroleum SWMUs listed in Exhibit I are either addressed
further evaluation or site visit to verify the status (see Exhibit I). as part of another IR site, in the RI Work Plan (samples are proposed), or

received a no further evaluation determination by DTSC in Exhibit I. SWMUs
requiring further evaluation by DTSC that are being addressed include:

• OWS 012A and OWS 012B (addressed in AOC 20)

• OWS 063A, -B, and -C (addressed in AOC 1)

• GAP 28A (addressed in AOC 2)

• GAP 23 (addressed in AOC 18)

• WD 041B, AOC 098, GAP 15/GAP 29, OWS 067, and UST(R)-ll
(addressed in AOC 23)

• OWS 17 (addressed as one of the SWMU sites in the RI Work Plan)

• OWS 611 - As stated under the third bullet of the RI Work Plan

Section 1, Introduction, OWS 611 was identified as a SWMU; however,

the SWMU Report prepared by SulTech (included as Attachment A to
the Transfer Parcel EDC-5 Site Inspection Report dated 2005) found
that this OWS does not exist, and the Navy requested that it be removed
from the SWMU list.

• GAP 24, OWS 040A and -B, UST 41-01 (within AOC 19 - any
outstanding issues related to AOC 19 will be addressed under IR Site 6)
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON DRAFTWORK PLAN FOR REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION
IR SITE 35, AREAS OF CONCERN IN TRANSFER PARCEL EDC-5

ALAMEDA POINT, ALAMEDA,CALIFORNIA
DATED OCTOBER 2005, CTO-0077/0011

Commentsfrom DTSC- MarciaLiao

• OWS 118 (addressed in AOC 24)

* GAP 73 (addressed in data gap area Parcel 205)

The remaining four SWMUs that DTSC identified as requiring a site visit or
further evaluation include:

• GAP 06 (EBS Parcel 23F) - Based on discussions in the November 17,
2005 conference call, DTSC will coordinate a site visit to confirm the
status of this SWMU.

• UST(R)-03 (EBS Parcel 23F); and UST(R)-05 and UST(R)-08
(EBS Parcel 111) - Data associated with these underground storage
tanks (USTs) are summarized in the UST Summary Report prepared by
Tetra Tech, dated June 30, 2000. As discussed in the November 17 and
21, 2005 conference calls, the Navy will provide DTSC copies of
closure request reports. These reports include summaries of the status
and analytical data results for samples collected at these USTs.

• Transformers - Several transformers identified in the EBS report are not The Navy has inventoried the status of all of the potential PCB-containing
addressed in the Final PCB Removal SummaryReport. Need clarification transformers at Alameda Point and has performed activities to address related
regarding the closure status of these transformers, issues. The Navy's PCB Survey Report dated 1999includes an inventory of

transformers, their status and related information. Activities performed to
address PCB-related issues are documented in a 2001 PCB report. The Navy
transmitted a table summarizing data from the 1999 PCB Survey via e-mail on
November 18,2005, and will forward a copy of the report to DTSC.

Alameda Point PCB Survey, SSPORTS Environmental Detachment, Vallejo CA,
August 1999.

• Railroads - The investigation of the railroad tracks that cross several of the A review of the sampling locations conducted during previous investigations as
EDC-5 parcels appears inadequate. Also, it is unclear if railroad segments well as proposed RI sampling locations indicates that the railroads have been
were sampled for each EDC-5 parcel that contained railroad tracks used for adequately investigated. Approximately 100 sampling locations are within about
industrial purposes. Clarification is needed. 20 feet of the railroad tracks located within Transfer Parcel EDC-5. Attached

Figure 1shows all previous and proposed sample locations within approximately
20 feet of the railroad tracks; Figures 2 and 3 are close-ups to provide more detail
(e.g., sample location names). Table 1, summarizing these sample locations and
their respective analyses, is also attached to this response to comments matrix.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON DRAFT WORK PLAN FOR REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION

IR SITE 35, AREAS OF CONCERN IN TRANSFER PARCEL EDC-5
ALAMEDA POINT, ALAMEDA, CALIFORNIA

DATED OCTOBER 2005, CTO-0077/0011
CommentsfromDTSC- MarciaLiao

The attached figures show that samples have been or will be collected within
al_proximately20 feet of the railroads within all the EBS Parcels in EDC-5 that
are traversed by railroad tracks.

The only exception is Parcel 111. However, the same railroad line that passes
through Parcel 111 also extends east to Parcel 197, where six locations have been
sampled adjacent to the railroad. The samples collected at Parcel 197 are most
likely representative of conditions along the length of tracks through both
Parcels 111and 197; therefore, sampling in Parcel 111 is not considered
necessary.

The east-westtrending railroad tracks located in the northern portion of EDC-5
(Parcels 61A, 62, 92, 93, 94, and 96) have sufficient sampling distribution;
however, samples collected adjacent to these railroad tracks were analyzed only
for PAHs. Historically these railroad tracks were primarily used to carry
passenger trains and for some industrial cargo; however, they only passed
through EDC-5 and did not deliver cargo to the area. Therefore, additional
samples are not considered necessary.

The portion of the north-south trending railroad track that terminated in
Parcel 189 was also sampled only for PAHs. However, the railroad tracks to the
south of this area run through AOC 12, with abundant locations sampled that
were analyzed for a wide range of analytical suites. The five locations proposed
at AOC 12 during the RI will provide additional information regarding lead
in soil.

The remaining railroad tracks, not discussed above, have been sampled during
numerous investigations that adequately characterize these tracks, including
samples collected during the EBS for the specific purpose of investigating the
railroad tracks (See attached table):

• Thirteen previous and five proposed R1 locations are within
approximately 20 feet of the north-south and northwest-southeast
trending tracks running through AOC 23,

• Eight previous locations and one proposed RI location are within
approximately 20 feet of the east-west trending tracks running through
Parcels 109, 206, 185, terminating at AOC 17.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON DRAFTWORK PLAN FORREMEDIAL INVESTIGATION
IR SITE 35, AREAS OF CONCERN IN TRANSFER PARCEL EDC-5

ALAMEDA POINT, ALAMEDA, CALIFORNIA
DATED OCTOBER 2005, CTO-0077/0011

CommentsfromDTSC- MarciaLiao

• Lead-Based Paint (LBP) - Need clarification of building demolition status. The Navy hasa policy for LBP. Per the November 17, 2005 conference call, the
Soil surrounding buildings or structures constructed prior to 1978 may be Navy will provide a description to DTSC of its approach for LBP. Please refer to
impacted by lead and therefore should be sampled for lead upon building the General Response to Comment 1 (before the first bullet) for related text
demolition, changes to the RI Work Plan.

• Chlordane - Need clarification of building demolition status. Soil Any chlordane that might be found in EDC-5 would be the result of its proper
surrounding buildings or structures, treated with organochlorine pesticides application pursuant to the Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act
(OCPs) such as chlordane, and subsequently demolished, may have elevated (FIFRA)in order to prevent termite infestations in wooden structures. The Navy
concentrations of OCPs. As such, they are potential release sites and last applied chlordane as a termiticide in the 1980s when such application was
therefore should be sampled for OCPs. still allowed under FIFRA. DTSC has acknowledged proper application of

chlordane to structures at the former Naval Air Station Alameda East Housing
parcel conveyedby the Navy in 2000.

Chlordane has a relatively high persistence in the environment. It is conceivable
that residual chlordane might still be found around wooden structures continuing
to serve its intended purpose of preventing termites from infesting the structures.
Proper application of pesticides does not create CERCLA liability and is not
considered tobe a release of hazardous substances under the Health and Safety
Code (see Health and Safety Code Section 25321[d]). Therefore, sampling at
this time by the Navy to determine if chlordane is present at the site is
unwarranted. The Navy will include notification of the potential presence of
chlordane in the environmental documentation developed in support of
conveyanceof the property (e.g., FOSET or FOST, as appropriate).

Please refer to the General Response to Comment 1(before the first bullet) for
related text changes to the RI Work Plan.

• Elevated Detection Limits - Need to indicate on maps which samples had Per discussionsin the November 17and 21, 2005 calls, a comparison of
detection limits exceeding screening levels by at least one order-of- detection limits to screening levels for previous and new data will be performed
magnitude, in the ILl. Please refer to the General Response to Comment 1 (before the first

bullet) for related text changes to the RI Work Plan.

General Comment 2: Ways to Address Outstanding Issues Response 2:

Above listed issues, with the exception of chlordane, have been previously The Navy and DTSC discussed outstanding issues during two conference calls on
outlined in DTSC correspondence dated March 18, 2005 (Exhibit II) and November 17and November 21, 2005 The Navy appreciates the opporttmity to
discussed repeatedly with the Navy via emails and meetings. To have them talk withDTSC to resolve its outstanding issues in a timely manner.
addressed in a timely manner, DTSC proposes a meeting at the management level
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON DRAFTWORK PLAN FOR REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION

IR SITE 35, AREAS OF CONCERN IN TRANSFER PARCEL EDC-5
ALAMEDA POINT, ALAMEDA, CALIFORNIA

DATED OCTOBER 2005, CTO-0077/0011
CommentsfromDTSC- MarciaLiao

with the Navy, preferably within the next two weeks. A parcel-by-parcel A summary (from above) of remaining issues includes:
breakdown of types of impacting issues is attached to facilitate the discussion
(see Exhibit III). • Response to DTSC's issues regarding storm sewers will follow under

separatecover.
Please be advised that parcels containing AOCs may still be considered suitable
for transfer. But these parcels will not receive DTSC concurrence of No Further • OutstandingDTSC concerns regarding sanitary and industrial waste
Evaluation (NFE) until all outstanding issues relevant to the subject parcels are sewer lines, and detection limits (of previous samples) will be addressed
addressed, in the RI report. General Response to Comment 1(before the first

bullet) describes related text changes to the RI Work Plan.

• Providing DTSC with closure request reports for several USTs, a copy
of the PCB Survey Report, and the 2000 Storm Sewer Investigation
Report.

• Providing DTSC with description of Navy's policy regarding LBP.

General Comment 3: Groundwater Sampling Strategy Response 3:

Groundwater flow at the subject study area is known to be highly variable. To • Groundwater samples will be collected as close to features as possible.
compensate it, DTSC requests that:

• As detailed in response to GSU's specific comments, the Navy has
• Groundwater samples are collected as close to features of interest as possible added 21 boring locations to the ILlWork Plan to address DTSC's and

(GSU comment #D) EPA's requests for additional samples. DTSC agreed that the additional
borings discussed in the November 21, 2005 conference call adequately• Proposed number of groundwater samples is increased at some areas

(GSU Comment #D) address its specific requests for sampling at AOCs.
• Data collected during previous investigations and during the RI will be• Step-Out sampling is conducted if groundwater contamination is found

(GSU Comment #C). evaluated as to whether they are sufficient to assess the nature and
magnitude of contamination in order to support the risk assessment and
FS, and the Navy will propose additional sampling if needed. The Navy
recognizes that the extent of contamination may not be fully defined in
some areas; but intends "to gather information sufficient to support an
informed risk management decision regarding which remedy appears to
be most appropriate for a given site," consistent with U.S. EPA's
Guidance to ConductRemedial Investigations and Feasibility Studies
under CERCLA (U.S. EPA 1988). If data are not sufficient to support
the risk assessment and FS, the Navy will assess whether it is more
efficient to collect additional data as part oflR Site 35 or to "carve out"

an area and address it on a parallel track. If data are sufficient to
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON DRAFT WORK PLAN FOR REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION
IR SITE 35, AREAS OF CONCERN IN TRANSFER PARCEL EDC-5

ALAMEDA POINT, ALAMEDA,CALIFORNIA
DATED OCTOBER 2005, CTO-0077/0011

CommentsfromDTSC- MarciaLiao

perform the risk assessment and FS, but additional data are needed to
refine the understanding of the contamination nature and extent, then the
Navy and agencies will determine the best timing to collect data
considering the transfer schedule (e.g., further delineation may be
included as a component of a removal action or a remedial alternative
in the FS).

General Comment 4: Screening Criteria Response 4:

Please revise, or make appropriate note of, the proposed data screeningcriteria to Aftersubmittalof the draftRI WorkPlan,the Navy and regulatoryagenciesinitiated
reflect the followingrecent BCT decisions: discussionsto revisitthebackgroundconcentrationsand dataset for AlamedaPointat a

meetingheldon October 18,2005 (DON2005). It is the Navy's understanding that
• The background soil concentration at Alameda Point is currently undergoing the both soil and groundwater datasets will undergo review; however, the group

agency review as discussed at the BCT meeting on October 18, 2005. agreed to prioritize the soil dataset and review that first. The groundwater dataset
• There is no established background groundwater concentration at Alameda review will then follow. The backgroundcomparisoncriteriathatwill be used in the

Point. Current regulatory limits such as Maximum Contaminant Level RI reportwillreflect anyupdated agreementsthatarereachedby the time that theRI
(MCL) and California Toxics Rule (CTR) should be used. report is beingprepared. Comparison criteria in the RI Work Plan have been

revised to reflect this. The RI Work Plan already states that MCLs and CTR will
• Environmental Screening Levels (ESL) rather than Preliminary Remediation be used as groundwater comparison criteria. As stated in response to General

Criteria (PRC) should be used as the screening criteria for petroleum. Please Comment 1(fourthbullet), ESLs will be used for TPH in the RI report.
consult California Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) for this.

Department of the Navy. 2005. Meeting notes for Base Team Closure meeting
held October 18, 2005. Notes dated November 2005.

General Comment 5: Risk Assessment Response 5:

Given the expedited nature of this review, the comments from Human and Comment noted.
Ecological Risk Division (HERD) will be forwarded under a separate cover.
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Table 1

Summary of Sampling Near Railroad Tracks in EDC-5

IR Site 35 Work Plan
Proposed Sampling

Tracks or AOC or EBS Previous Sampling Previous Sampling Data Within 20 Feet of
Former Tracks Parcel Locations Within 20 Feet of Railroad Tracks Railroad Tracks

Alameda Mole

Approximately AOC 2 PAH 32EDC5-5-34 PAH: 0 to 0.5, 0.5 to 2, 2 to4, 4 to 8 feet bgs None
500 feet of tracks

Approximately AOC 4 None None
500 feet of tracks

Approximately EBS Parcel 62 EBS 062-0001, 062- EBS: 0.5 to 2.5 feet bgs; purgeable and extractable TPH, SVOCs, NA
2500 feet of 0002/0004 lead, and PCBs

tracks PAH 32EDC5-5-44 PAH: 0 to 0.5, 0.5 to 2, 2 to 4, 4 to 8 feet bgs

NAS Alameda Era

Approximately AOC 12 EBS 107-0001/0002 EBS: 1to 2 feet bgs and 6.5 to 7 feet bgs; extractable and Two soil borings adjacent

900 feet of track 108S-001, 108S-001M purgeable TPH, pesticides/PCBs, SVOCs, and metals to railroad tracks

CAA SS-33-NW50,
Parcel 106 Grid 31,
Parcel 106 Grid 30 CAA: 0 to 2 feet bgs; VOCs, TPH, SVOC, pesticides/PCBs, metals

2 feet bgs; metals

Approximately AOC 17 None One soil boring adjacent

400 feet of tracks (See EBS to railroad tracks
Parcel 185)

Approximately AOC 23 EBS EBS 110-0001M, 110- EBS: one surface soil sample approximately every 800 linear feet None
600 feet of tracks Parcel 110 0002M along the track areas; 1 to 1.5 and 2 to 2.5 feet bgs; TPH,

124-0004M PCBs, SVOCs, lead

PAH 32EDC5-5-80 PAH: 0 to 0.5, 0.5 to 2, 2 to 4, 4 to 8 feet bgs

Approximately AOC 23 EBS EBS 123-0013M/- EBS: one surface soil sample approximately every 800 linear feet One soil boring on tracks,
1500 feet of Parcel 123 0021M, 123-0014, 123- along the track areas; 1to 1.5 and 2 to 2.5 feet bgs; TPH, three soil borings adjacent
tracks 0014M PCBs, SVOCs, lead to railroad tracks

123-0006M, 123-0008M stained area near the railroad trench that runs through the
Building 67; 1.5 to 2 feet bgs; SVOCs, Title 26 metals, TPH

123-0022/0044, 123-0025 0 to 1.0 feet bgs, Title 26 metals, VOC,TPH, pesticide/PCBs

Approximately AOC 23 EBS EBS 127S-001/011, EBS: 3 to 6.5 feet bgs; SVOCs, pesticides/PCBs, VOCs, XRF One soil boring adjacent
300 feet of tracks Parcel 126 127S-001M/011M metals, TPH to railroad tracks
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IR Site 35 Work Plan
Proposed Sampling

Tracks or AOC or EBS Previous Sampling Previous Sampling Data Within 20 Feet of
Former Tracks Parcel Locations Within 20 Feet of Railroad Tracks Railroad Tracks

Approximately AOC 24 EBS 116-0001M, - EBS: 0.5 to 1 feet bgs; metals, SVOCs, TPH; 4 to 4.5 feet bgs; None
400 feet of tracks 0004M, -0007, -0008, - VOCs, metals, SVOCs, TPH; 2.5 to 3.5, 3.5 to 4.5, 4.0 to

0009, -0012, -0013, - 5.0, and 5 to 9 feet bgs feet bgs; metals, SVOCs,
0014, -0010, -0011 pesticide/PCBs;
197-0006, -0006M

Data Gap S03-DGS- 2 to 3 feet bgs; SVOCs,PCBs, lead, TPH
DP14, S03-DGS-DP32 DGS: 1 to 1.5,4 to 4.5, 6 to 6.5, 3.5 to 4, and 5.5 to 6 feet bgs; lead

Approximately AOC 25 EBS 132-0008, 132- EBS: 0 to 0.5 feet bgs; TPH, PCBs, SVOCs, lead None
125 feet of tracks 0008M

Approximately EBS Parcel 106 See AOC 12
200 feet of track

Approximately EBS Parcel 107 See AOC 12
300 feet of track

Approximately EBS Parcel 109 EBS 109-0001 EBS: 1to 1.5 feetbgs; TPH (extractables and purgeables), None.
250 feet of track pesticides/PCBs, SVOCs, lead.

Approximately EBS Parcel 111 None None
500 feet of track

Approximately EBS Parcel 185 EBS 185-0003, 185- EBS: every 800 linear feet along the track areas; 2.5 to 3 feet bgs; None
1800 feet of track 0003M, 185-0004M, 185- lead, PCBs, SVOCs,TPH

0005M/0006M

PAH 32EDC-5-38, PAH: 0 to 0.5, 0.5 to 2, 2 to 4, 4 to 8 feet bgs
32EDC-5-48, 32EDC-5-
56

Approximately EBS Parcel 189 PAH 32EDC-5-83 PAH: 0 to 0.5, 0.5 to 2, 2 to 4, 4 to 8 feet bgs None
150feet of track

Approximately EBS Parcel 206 EBS 206-0001M, 206- EBS: every 800 linear feet along the track areas; 2.5 to 3 feet bgs; None
800 feet of track 0002M lead, PCBs, SVOCs,TPH

PAH 32EDC-5-55 PAH: 0 to 0.5, 0.5 to 2, 2 to 4, 4 to 8 feet bgs

TOTALS

Approximately EBS: 33 locations EBS: 44 samples 5 soil borings
12,000 feet of PAH: 8 locations PAH: approximately 64 samples
track CAA: 2 locations CAA: 2 samples

DGS: 2 locations DGS: 5 samples
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON DRAFT WORK PLAN FOR REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION

IR SITE 35, AREAS OF CONCERN IN TRANSFER PARCEL EDC-5
ALAMEDA POINT, ALAMEDA,CALIFORNIA

DATED OCTOBER 2005, CTO-0077/0011

Written on 07 November, 2005

Michelle Dalrymple and Stewart Black '
Geological Services Unit (GSU), Department of Toxic Substances Control
California Environmental Protection Agency

GSU GENERAL COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

GSU General Comment A: Response A:

It is stated in the DWP that general agreement on the overall RI sampling Please refer to responses to Attachment A, which follow GSU's specific
approach was reached between the Navy and the regulatory agencies. However, comments. Any data gaps that are not resolved will be acknowledged in the draft
DTSC noted additional concerns and points for clarification that are not included final RI Work Plan.
in this DWP. These areas were discussed in the planning meetings and
documented in correspondence between DTSC and the Navy dated March 18,
2005 (letter) and July 18, 2005 (email). A list of data gaps identified by DTSC
that are not addressed in the DWP is included as Attachment A.

Recommendation A.

GSU requests that these data gaps are acknowledged in the Draft Final RI Work
Plan and that a method is proposed to address them.

GSU General Comment B: Response B:

Former industrial sites at Alameda Point have historically discharged various Please refer to response to General Comment 1, second bullet.
waste streams to the sanitary and/or storm sewer. It is the opinion of GSU that
previous storm and sanitary sewer investigations are not sufficient to determine
whether exfiltration of industrial wastewater would have resulted in
contamination of soil and/or groundwater on EDC-5 parcels located downfiow of
such facilities. This concern was discussed during the June 2I, 2005 planning
meeting. Subsequent to this meeting, DTSC's position was reconfirmed in email
correspondence between DTSC and the Navy dated July 18, 2005 and July 21,
2005.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON DRAFTWORK PLAN FOR REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION
IR SITE 35, AREAS OF CONCERN IN TRANSFER PARCEL EDC-5

ALAMEDA POINT, ALAMEDA,CALIFORNIA
DATED OCTOBER 2005, CTO-0077/0011

CommentsfromDTSC,GSU

Recommendation B:

GSU requests that the storm and sanitary sewers are evaluated to determine
whether or not EDC-5 parcels downfiow of industrial sites is contaminated as a
result of exfiltration of industrial wastes from the storm and sanitary sewers. The
evaluation of storm and sanitary sewers does not necessarily require sampling of
soil and/or groundwater if it can be demonstrated that sewer lines are and have
alwaysbeen below the water table, are not significantlydamaged, and!or are
downflow from areas at industrial sites that did not discharge contaminated waste
streams.

GSU General Comment C: Response C:

It is the opinion of GSU that the screening level groundwater data collected for The Navy's risk assessors and engineers will assess whether data collected during
this RI are not sufficient to be used for risk assessment. In many cases, only the RI are sufficient to support the risk assessment and FS, and additional
limited groundwater sampling is proposed (i.e., a single shallow groundwater sampling will be proposed, if needed. However, although data gathered during
sample collected from an assumed downgradient location near a feature of the RI insome areas may not fullydelineate the extent of contamination in
interest). It is therefore possible that the extent of groundwater contamination groundwater, if there are sufficient data available to assess the nature and
may be much greater than that identified during this RI. If groundwater magnitude ofcontamination, then risk assessment will be performed. The Navy
contamination is found, GSU questions how and when the extent of intends"to gather information sufficient to support an informed risk management
contamination will be determined. In particular, how will it be determined that decision regarding which remedy appears to be most appropriate for a given site,"
sampling is sufficient to provide representative data for the risk assessment? consistent withU.S. EPA's Guidance to Conduct Remedial Investigations and
Also, if the extent of contamination exceeds the boundaries of an AOC, GSU Feasibility Studiesunder CERCLA (U.S. EPA 1988).

questions whether the boundaries of the AOC will be redefined. However, if data are not sufficient to support the risk assessment and FS, the
Recommendation C: Navy will assess whether it is more efficient to collect additional data as part of

IR Site 35 or to "carve out" an area and address it on a parallel track. If data are
GSU requests that the data quality objectives (DQOs) are revised to state that if sufficient to perform the risk assessment and FS, but additional data are needed to
analytical results of groundwater samples indicate that groundwater refine the understanding of the contamination nature and extent, then the Navy
contamination is present, additional sampling will be required to delineate the and agencieswill determine the best timing to collect data considering the
horizontal and vertical extent, and the boundaries of the AOC will be reevaluated, transfer schedule (e.g., further delineation may be included as a component of a
Risk assessment should not be performed on groundwater data obtained during removal action or a remedial alternative in the FS).
this phase of the RI. For soil data, GSU requests that HERD is consulted to
evaluate the adequacy of the soil exposure units. The boundaries of AOCs may be refined, based on RI sample results; this has

been added to the RI Work Plan. As stated in Attachment E to the RI Work Plan,
Risk Assessment Work Plan, groundwater exposure units will be assessed
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON DRAFTWORK PLAN FOR REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION

IR SITE 35, AREAS OF CONCERN IN TRANSFER PARCEL EDC-5
ALAMEDA POINT, ALAMEDA, CALIFORNIA

DATED OCTOBER 2005, CTO-0077/0011
CommentsfromDTSC,GSU

based on R! sample results. Until the RI data are reviewed, it is difficult to guess
what the groundwater exposure units will be.

GSU General Comment D: Response D:

Several of the groundwater sample locations are determinedbased on assumed Comment noted. Please refer to response to General Comment 3, first and
shallow groundwater flow directions. However, it is the opinion of GSU that second bullets.
there is a great deal of uncertainty associated with groundwater flow directions
over many of the AOCs. Groundwater elevation data presented on Figure 2-5 are
obtained from three different sources of information spanningthree different time
periods and, in some cases, interpolated between wells that are located several
hundred feet apart. In addition, in areas of Alameda Point where historical
groundwater elevation data are available, groundwater flow directions tend to be
highly variable.

Recommendation D:

To account foruncertaintiesand variabilityin groundwaterflow directions,GSU
requeststhatthe proposednumberof groundwatersamplesis increasedin some
areas,as discussedin specific commentsbelow. GSU also requeststhat
groundwatersamplesarecollectedas close to featuresof interest(such as oil-
waterseparators)aspossible to accountfor theuncertainty in groundwaterflow
directions.

GSU General Comment E: Response E:

GSU questions the quality of the analytical data for samples collected within IR Please see the response to General Comment 1, last bullet.
Site 35 and EDC-5 with respect to detection limits elevated above screening
criteria. This is a concern that was expressed previously by DTSC (see DTSC
comments dated December 21, 2004 on the Draft SI Report). While an attempt
was made to address this concern in the Draft Final SI Report by the inclusion of
Appendix G, the magnitude of the problem is still unclear. While GSU
understands that elevated detection limits may sometimesbe unavoidable, GSU
continues to question the magnitude and prevalence of data within EDC-5 (and
IR Site 35) which are affected by this problem. It is the opinion of GSU that
exceedences of one order-of-magnitude may be significant, depending of the
special relationship of affected samples.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON DRAFTWORK PLAN FOR REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION
IR SITE 35, AREAS OF CONCERN IN TRANSFER PARCEL EDC-5

ALAMEDA POINT, ALAMEDA,CALIFORNIA
DATED OCTOBER 2005, CTO-0077/0011

CommentsfromDTSC,GSU

RecommendationE:

GSU requests that samples withnondetected values are presented on a map for
EDC-5. GSU requests that three symbols are used to show the nondetected
values. One symbol should indicate which samples had detection limits
exceeding screening levels by at least one order-of-magnitude. A different
symbol should be used to indicate samples with elevated detection limits between
the screening level and one order-of-magnitude greater than the screening level,
and third different symbol should be used for samples with detection limitsbelow
screening levels.

GSU General Comment F: Response F:

GSU questions the adequacy of the investigation of the railroad tracks that cross Please see the response to General Comment 1, seventh bullet.
several of the EDC-5 parcels. It has been noted that elevated detection limits
were used for some of the samples that were collected from the railroad (see
Attachment A). Also, GSU questions whether or not railroad segmentswere
sampled for each EDC-5 parcel that contained railroad tracks used for industrial
purposes.

Recommendation F:

GSU requests clarification of the adequacy of sampling of railroad tracks for all
EDC-5 parcels that contain segments of an industrial railroad track. GSU
requests that elevated detection limits are discussed as part of this evaluation.

GSU General Comment G: Response G:

General Comment. Pursuant to the BCT meeting held October 18,2005, Please see response to General Comment 4.
Alameda Point soil background values are being reevaluated, and Alameda Point
background values for groundwater are no longer being used

Recommendation G:

Please modify the DWP to indicate that the background screening values for
metals in soil may be revised, and remove any references to background values
for metals in groundwater.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON DRAFTWORK PLAN FOR REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION

IR SITE 35, AREAS OF CONCERN IN TRANSFER PARCEL EDC-5
ALAMEDA POINT, ALAMEDA,CALIFORNIA

DATED OCTOBER 2005, CTO-0077/0011
CommentsfromDTSC,GSU

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

Specific Comment 1: Response 1:

Section 2.6.5 - AlamedaAquifer. This section discusses the principal regional Section 2.6.5, last paragraph. This paragraph has been moved to the end of
aquifer beneath Alameda Point. GSU requests that the information regarding Section 2.6.1.
shallow groundwater flow is moved to Section 2.6.1 which discusses the first

Sources for data used to construct groundwater contours are cited on Figure 2-5
water-bearing zone. Also, please clarify how the data on these maps were of the Work Plan. In response to DTSC's General Comment 3, GSU's General
compiled from the three referenced sources (see General Comment D). Comment D, and EPA's requests, additional groundwater samples have been

added to and the RI Work Plan. DTSC agreed that the additional borings
discussed in the November 21, 2005 conference call adequately address its
specific requests for sampling at AOCs.

Specific Comment 2: Response 2:

Section3.8 - StormSewerInvestigations.GSU requests that text is added to this Please refer to response to General Comment 1, second bullet.
section to clarify that previous storm sewer investigations did not evaluate the
potential for exfiltration of industrial wastewater downflow of industrial sites, and
that this is a data gap that remains for several EDC-5 parcels (see General
CommentsA and B).

Specific Comment 3: Response 3:

SectionAI.1.3 - ProposedSamplingRationaleandDesign. Groundwater flow As described in Section A1.1.3proposed sampling locations are adjacent to
directions are not well understood in the vicinity of AOC 1. Historical (i.e., as close as possible) each OWS.

groundwater elevation data for the nearest monitoring wells (located at Site 5) Samples from the location of OWS 63B, presumably located in the loading dock
indicate a northeasterly groundwater flow direction. To account for uncertainties area (but not found during the August 2005 site visit), are not being analyzed for
in groundwater flow directions, GSU requests that groundwater samples are metals due to the nature of the facility, i.e., housing and barracks, which makes
collected as close to each oil-water separator as possible. Also, please clarify the presence of heavy metals unlikely.
why metals analyses are not proposed for these samples, inparticular, samples
from OWS 063B.

Specific Comment4: Response 4:

SectionA1.1.3 - ProposedSamplingRationaleandDesign. Environmental Three groundwater samples are proposed at AOC 1. Data from these samples
Baseline Survey(EBS) Parcels 187 and 45 are located within 50 feet of the oil- will be used to assess the distribution and extent of groundwater contamination, if
water separators at AOC 1, and it is possible that these parcels maybe impacted if present, and whether additional samples are needed to support the risk assessment
groundwatercontaminationis found. If groundwater contaminationis found,GSU and FS.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON DRAFT WORK PLAN FOR REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION
IR SITE 35, AREAS OF CONCERN IN TRANSFER PARCEL EDC-5

ALAMEDA POINT, ALAMEDA,CALIFORNIA
DATED OCTOBER 2005, CTO-0077/0011

CommentsfromDTSC,GSU

questionshow it will be determinedwhether the extent of contaminationexceedsthe
boundariesof the AOC and has impacted adjacentparcels. Please clarify.

Specific Comment 5: Response 5:

SectionAI.2 - Areaof Concern2. GSU questionswhy AOC 2 was definedas a The 2.9 acreAOC 2 was defined to include locationsof elevatedPAH
relatively large (2.9-acre) area when sampling targets only a small area around concentrations(BaP concentrations exceeding 620 gg/kg) and the locationof
Building 562. GSU understands that there are two soil samples within AOC 2 RCRA unit NAS GAP 28A. Because of uncertainty concerning the location of
that exceeded screening level for polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) but the RCRA unit (next to either Building 514 or 562), AOC includes both the
these areas are not targeted for additional sampling. Please clarify how the- northern portion of EBS Parcel 61A and the area around Building 562.
2.9-acre area was defined, and why additional sampling for PAHs is not Subsequently,the location of the RCRA unit has been identified as near Building
proposed. 562. The AOC boundary will be reviewed during the RI and may be revised.

Proposed samples will be analyzed for SVOCs (which includes PAHs) to assess
the concentrations of PAHs in the western portion of this area.

Specific Comment 6: Response 6:

SectionA1.3.3 - ProposedSamplingRationaleandDesign. AOC 3 is located Groundwater samples will be collected from the three deepest borings for
within a relatively short distance from Oakland Inner Harbor. If elevated levels possiblepesticide analysis. The samples will be extracted and held by the
of pesticides are found in the deeper soil samples collected from AOC 3, it is laboratory pending the results of the soil samples.
likely that groundwater sampling will be required. Please consider collecting
groundwater samples from the three deepest soil borings proposed in AOC 3.
These groundwater samples can be archived at the laboratory for analysis
pending the results of the soil samples.

Specific Comment 7: Response 7:

SectionA1.9.3 - ProposedSamplingRationaleandDesign. If the purpose of The third soil boring is located approximately 60 feet from the border ofAOC 9
proposed soil boringsat AOC 9 is to assess the presence of pesticides near the with IR Site 8 to document the limits of the distribution of pesticides, if any, that
border of IR Site 8, GSU questions the rationale for the proposed location of the may be found in the samples immediately adjacent to IR Site 8.
third soil boring in AOC 9 that is approximately 60 feet from the IR Site 8
property perimeter. Please clarify.

Specific Comment 8: Response 8:

SectionA1.11 - Area of Concern11. Please add text to the last sentence of this Section A1.11, last sentence. This sentence has been revised as follows:

section to clarify that IR Site 8 is also an area of known pesticide contamination. "... IR Site 8 (an area of known contamination from pesticides, metals, and
PAHs in soil..."
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON DRAFT WORK PLAN FOR REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION

IR SITE 35, AREAS OF CONCERN IN TRANSFER PARCEL EDC-5
ALAMEDAPOINT, ALAMEDA,CALIFORNIA

DATED OCTOBER 2005, CTO-0077/0011
CommentsfromDTSG,GSU

Specific Comment9: Response 9:

SectionA1.11.3 - ProposedSamplingRationaleandDesign. It is the opinion of The proposedsample locationshave been changed so that oneboring is located
GSU thatsamplingshouldbe performedin AOC 11, similarto thatproposedfor in the northwesterncornerof AOC 11, nearthe boundaryof IR Site 8.
AOC 9, to assess thepresenceof pesticides nearthenorthwesternborderof
IR Site 8. GSU requeststhat additionalsoil samplesarecollected in the
northwestcorner ofAOC 11 to evaluatethepresenceof pesticides.

Specific Comment 10: Response 10:

SectionA1.11.3 - ProposedSamplingRationaleandDesign. GSU questionsthe Building 101has been demolishedsince completion of the EBS and the location
rationale for the four proposed boring locations at AOC 11. Are these borings of the "deep sink," and of reported storage areas and stains cannot be determined
targeting specific site features such as the "deep sink," hazardous waste/materials by observingthe remaining concrete slab. Therefore, the boring locations are
storage areas, and/or stains? GSU questions whether the proposed groundwater distributed across AOC 11. The direction of groundwater flow appears to be
sample locations are in or downgradient of all site features that have potentially toward the northwest,and the two sampling locations in the northern portion of
contributed contamination to soil and/or groundwater. Please clarify, the site will be for groundwater sampling.

Specific Comment 11: Response 11:

Section A1.12.3 - Proposed Sampling Rationale and Design. It is stated that soil One boring location inadvertently was omitted from the figure. However, in
samples will be collected from 12borings at AOC 12. GSU could only find response to EPA's General Comment 3, two borings have been added and one
11proposed soil sample locations on Figure Al-13. Please clarify, boring locationhas been moved. Please refer to response to EPA's General

Comment 3.

Specific Comment 12: Response 12:

Section A1.15.3 - Proposed Sampling Rationale and Design. AOC 15 addresses Please refer to the response to EPA's General Comment 1. The boundaries of
elevated concentrations of PAHs in soil. GSU questions why the boundaries of IR Site 35 willbe changed to include an additional study area that will be referred
AOC 15 are not defined to include areas to the immediate north and south that to as the "PAH Area." The boundary of the PAH area will be refined during the
also contain soil with elevated PAHs, as shown on Figure Al-16. Please clarify. RI; some of the AOCs that were identified because of PAHs onlymay be

included in this area.

Specific Comment 13: Response 13:

SectionA1.16.3 - Proposed Sampling Rationale and Design. AOC 16 addresses Please refer to response to Specific Comment 12.
elevated concentrations of PAHs in soil. GSU questions how the boundaries of
AOC 16were defined. Elevated PAHs were also found in a nearby soil sample
located north of AOC 16, as shown on Figure Al-17. Please clarify.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON DRAFT WORK PLAN FOR REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION
IR SITE 35, AREAS OF CONCERN IN TRANSFER PARCEL EDC-5

ALAMEDA POINT, ALAMEDA,CALIFORNIA
DATED OCTOBER 2005, CTO-0077/0011

CommentsfromDTSC,GSU

Specific Comment 14: Response 14:

SectionA1.23.1.2 - PreviousInvestigations. GSU questionsthe information SectionA1.23.1.2,EnvironmentalBaseline Survey. The firstsentencehas been
provided for the depths and locations of EBS soil samples. It is stated in the revised as follows:
second to the last full paragraph on page A1-35 that samples were collected from "Samples were collected from three locations in and around the washdown area
two locations near the washdown area during the EBS. However, Figure A1-22 ...,,
shows three locations for the sample numbers provided. The figure also indicates The second sentence has been revised as follows:
that two samples were collected from one location (samples 071-0003 and
071-0005). However, only one sample depth interval is indicated in the text (3 to "Four soil samples(071-0001, -0002, and duplicate pair 071-0003 and -0005)
3.5 feet below ground surface). •• •

In the following paragraph, the information in the last sentence is unclear. What
is the phrase "the remaining analytes" referring to?

Please clarify the information regarding locations, depths, and analytes detected
for the EBS soil samples.

Specific Comment 15: Response 15:

Section A1.23.1.3 - Proposed Sampling Rationale and Design. It is the opinion The RI WorkPlan has been revised to include 2 boring locations within the
of GSU that one sample location is not sufficient to further evaluate washdown former washdownarea, The northernmost boring proposed in the draft Work
area WD 04lB. Groundwater flow directions are known tobe variable in this Plan has been moved to the north so that it is beneath the washdown area; an
area based on historical water level data from adjacent IR Site 6. GSU requests additional boringhas been added in the northeast portion of the former
that soil and groundwater samples are collected directly beneath the washdown washdown area. DTSC agreed that these borings adequately address its comment
area and adjacent to any associated storm drain catch basins. GSU requests that a in the November21, 2005 conference call.
minimum of three additional sampling locations are proposed to evaluate the
washdown area.

Specific Comment 16: Response 16:

Section At.23.2.3 - Proposed Sampling Rationale and Design. The purpose of The sampling location has been moved to the northwestern portion of
the proposed groundwater sample is to determine if chlorinated hydrocarbons EBS Parcel 72, as requested.
from IR Site 6 have impacted groundwater at EBS Parcel 72. However, the
location of the proposed sample is on the downgradient side of the parcel, cross-
gradient from the IR Site 6 plume. GSU requests that the proposed groundwater
sample is located on the northwestern parcel perimeter to evaluate the levels of
chlorinated hydrocarbons that may be moving onto the parcel, if any.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON DRAFTWORK PLAN FOR REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION

IR SITE 35, AREAS OF CONCERN IN TRANSFER PARCEL EDC-5
ALAMEDA POINT, ALAMEDA, CALIFORNIA

DATED OCTOBER 2005, CTO-0077/0011
CommentsfromDTSC,GSU

Specific Comment 17: Response 17:

Section A1.23.3.3 - ProposedSamplingRationaleandDesign. It is the opinion Five additionalboring locationshave been added,for a totalof seven proposed
of GSU that two samplelocations is insufficientto determinewhetherchemical borings atEBS Parcel 110, as follows:
releasesassociatedwith Building271 have occurred. In addition,the locationof • In thestainedareawest of Building 271 on the assumeddowngradient
the assumed"downgradient"samplinglocationis questionabledue to side of thebuildingto assess the possible impactto soil andgroundwater
uncertaintiesassociatedwith groundwaterflow directionsin thisarea. GSU fromchemicalsthat were storedin the building andadjacent
furtherquestionswhy samplingis notproposed directlybeneaththe storagearea.
Building 271. • In the stained area east of Building 271 to assess possible impact to soil
Due to uncertainties regarding specific storage locations and groundwater flow and groundwater from chemicals stored in the building.
directions, GSU requests that a minimumof four groundwater sampling locations • North of Building 271 for use in assessing groundwater quality.
are selected to evaluate possible releases associated with Building 271. At least * Southof Building 271 for use in assessing groundwater quality.
one sample should be collected on each side of the building. GSU also requests • Under Building 271 to assess possible impacts from minor staining
clarification regarding the need for sampling directly beneath Building 271. GSU observed on the floor of the building to assess whether contaminants
requests that soil and groundwater sampling is performed directly beneath from the pump station impacted soil or groundwater.
Building 271 and Building 590, if possible. • As close as possible to the reported former location of Building 590

(industrial wastepump station) to assess whether contaminants from the
pump station impacted soil or groundwater.

• In the southwestportion of Parcel 110 to provide more sample coverage
in response to EPA's General Comment 3.

Soil samples are not proposed from the boring on the north side of the building
because a nearby sample location was analyzed for a wide range of analytes.
Two previous soil samples 110P-001 (located at the northeast end of
Building 27) and 1101-002were analyzed for VOCs, TPH, SVOCs, PCBs,
pesticides, herbicides, and metals.

The four proposed sampling locations and two existing locations around
Building 271 are considered adequate to assess potential contamination
associated with the building. During the November 21, 2000 conference call,
DTSC agreed that these borings adequately address its comment for samples
outside the building. As discussed, samplingbeneathBuilding271 was addedto
addressminorstainingobservedduring a sitevisit.

01/25/06 2:46 PM trm I:\word_processingVeportskatameda\clean3\ctoO77\riwp\draft final_attachmentf_g)dtsc-gsu dft wp.doc page9 of 13



RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON DRAFTWORK PLAN FOR REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION
IR SITE 35, AREAS OF CONCERN IN TRANSFER PARCEL EDC-5

ALAMEDA POINT, ALAMEDA, CALIFORNIA
DATED OCTOBER 2005, CTO-0077/0011

CommentsfromDTSC,GSU

Specific Comment 18: Response 18:

Section A1.23.4 - EBS Parcel 121. Please clarify that IR Site 3 is located SectionA1.23.4, last paragraph, last sentence. This sentence has been revised as
immediately south and east of EBS Parcel 121. follows:

"... is located immediately south of EBS Parcel 121 and is separated from EBS
Parcel 121 onthe east by Building 564."

Specific Comment 19: Response 19:

SectionA1.23.4.3 - ProposedSamplingRationaleandDesign. The rationale for Section A1.23.4.3, third paragraph, first sentence. This sentencehas been revised
the proposed sample location is not specified. Please clarify, as follows:

"No sampling has been conducted at EBS Parcel 121; therefore, soil and
groundwater samples will be collected from one centrally located boring to assess
the presence of contaminants in soil and groundwater to provide more sampling
coverage in this portion of AOC 23, where previous samples were not collected."

Specific Comment 20: Response 20:

SectionA1.23.5.3 - ProposedSamplingRationaleandDesign. GSU has the • There is uncertainty with regard to groundwater flow in this area. Since
following comments on the proposed sampling rationale and design for EBS groundwater extraction has ceased at-IR Site 7, groundwater elevations may
Parcel 123: be expected to change and equilibrate. Once equilibrated, groundwater in

• GSU questions how it was determined that the groundwater flow direction on this area may generally flow toward Seaplane Lagoon. Basewide monitoring
the northern side of Parcel 123 is to the north and is influenced by data will be reviewed during the RI to assess changes in groundwater flow
remediation at IR Site 7 which is located several hundred feet to the direction. Please note that samples proposed in thedraft RI Work Plan along
northeast. Please clarify, with additional samples added at AOC 23 in response to DTSC comments

provide adequate groundwater coverage in this area to account for
• Due to uncertainties regarding groundwater flow directions, GSU requests uncertainties in groundwater flow direction.

that a minimum of four groundwater sampling locations are proposed to
evaluate possible releases associated withBuilding 98. • Buildin_ 98. Three additional boring locations have been added around

Building 98 (for a total of four proposed boring locations): soil and
• GSU requests that the proposed sample location to investigate OWS 067 is groundwater samples will be collected from one boring north, southwest,

located as close as possible to this feature, and east of the building, and groundwater will be collected from one
• Due to uncertainties in groundwater flow directions, GSU requests that three boring between Buildings 98 and 13. Additionally, soil and groundwater

groundwater samples are proposed in a roughly triangular pattern were analyzed for VOCs and TPH from previous boring 03GB036 (located
surrounding NAS GAP 15 to evaluate potential groundwater contamination, on the southeast corner of the building), making the total number of

• Due to uncertainties in groundwater flow directions, GSU requests that two borings around this building 5.
additional soil and groundwater sampling locations are selected in the
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IR SITE 35, AREAS OF CONCERN IN TRANSFER PARCEL EDC-5
ALAMEDA POINT, ALAMEDA, CALIFORNIA

DATED OCTOBER 2005, CTO-0077/0011
CommentsfromDTSC,GSU

vicinity,of Building 263. = OWS 067. The sampling location adjacent to OWS 067 will be as close to
• Due to uncertainties in groundwater flow directions, GSUrequests that one the OWS as possible given the presence of subsurfaceutilities.

additional groundwater sample is collected on the northeast side of • NAS GAP 15. Previous sample locations 123-0040 and 123-0041 provide
UST(R)-I 1 data east of the two proposed sampling locations for NAS GAP 15.

Groundwater sample 123-0041 was analyzed for VOCs, TPH, pesticides,
PCBs, _indmetals. No additional sampling locations are proposed, since four
nearbypreviousgroundwater sample locations (123-0040 through 123-0.043)
provide additionaldata. In the November 21, 2005 conference call, DTSC
agreed that the proposed and existing borings adequately address its
comment.

• Building263. An additional boring for collection of soil and groundwater
has been added west of Building 263, on the west side of the railroad tracks,
for a total of three proposed borings around this building. The analyses
proposed for the groundwater sample north of Building 263 have been
expandedto include a full suite (VOCs, TPH, SVOCs, pesticides, PCBs,
metals, and TDS). Additional previous soil sample locations are northeast of
the building;these samples were analyzed for VOCs, TPH, pesticides, PCBs,
and metals. In the November 21, 2005 conference call, DTSC agreed that
the three proposed sampling locations and previous soil samples around
Building 263 are considered adequate to address its comment.

• UST(R)-I 1. The proposed sample north of the former UST has been shifted
approximately20 feet to the east. Previous EBS groundwater samples
123-0040through 123-0043 near UST(R)-I 1provide four additional
groundwatersamples in this area. These samples were analyzed for VOCs,
TPH, pesticides, PCBs, and metals. No additional sampling locationsare
proposed. In the November 21, 2005 conference call, DTSC agreed that the
proposed and existing borings adequately address its comment.

• A number of samples have previously been collected and analyzed from
around this former UST. Per the November 17, 2005 conference call with
DTSC, the Navy will provide a copy of its closure request report, which
summarizesprevious activities and sampling results associated with this
former UST.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON DRAFT WORK PLAN FOR REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION
IR SITE 35, AREAS OF CONCERN IN TRANSFER PARCEL EDC-5

ALAMEDA POINT, ALAMEDA,CALIFORNIA
DATED OCTOBER 2005, CTO-0077/0011

CommentsfromDTSC,GSU

Specific Comment 21: Response 21:

SectionA1.23.6.3 - ProposedSamplingRationaleandDesign. Due to the size of A total of six groundwater samples are proposed around Building 13. Two
the building and uncertainties regarding groundwater flow directions, GSU locationshave been added around Building 13;groundwater samples will be
requests that a minimum of six groundwater sampling locations are proposed to collected from one boring north of the building and soil and groundwater samples
evaluate possible releases associated with Building 13. GSU requests that at least will be collected in the stained area west of Building 13. The two borings added
one to two samples are collected on each side of the building, west of Building98 are also east of Building 66. Two locations southwest of the

Buildings 66 and 98 were previously proposed in the draft RI Work Plan. In the
November 21, 2005 conference call, DTSC agreed that the proposed and existing
borings adequatelyaddress its comment.

Specific Comment 22: Response 22:

SectionA1.23.7.3 - Proposed Sampling Rationale and Design. Although Two additionalsoil and groundwater samples are proposed around Building 66
halogenated andnonhalogenated organic compounds and metals were stored (for a total of five boring locations around Building 66, including the previously
inside Building 66, soil samples collected beneath the building were only proposed boring between Buildings 66 and 411). The EBS reported that samples
analyzed for total petroleum hydrocarbons (TPH) and semivolatile organic beneath the buildingtargeted the heaviest stained areas. Samples collected
compounds (SVOCs). TPH was detected in one of the samples indicating that a beneath Building 66 were analyzed for VOCs (125-0004, 125-0004M, 125-0005,
release to the subsurface soil had occurred inside the building. 125-0006, andEP125-01), but were generally not analyzed for metals (samples
GSU requests that additional soil and groundwater sampling is performed beneath collected at one of these locations were analyzed for lead [EP125-01]). Based on
Building 66 as part of this RI, and that these samples are analyzed for volatile a site visit to check on access to the building, one locationhas beenaddedbeneath
organic compounds (VOCs) and metals. Due to the size of the building and thebuildingslabin the southernportionof Building66; a secondboringbeneaththe
uncertainties regarding groundwater flow directions, GSU requests that a buildingslabin thenorthernportionof Building66 willnotbe added,basedon
minimum of six groundwater sampling locations are proposed to evaluate observations,whichdidnot indicateenvironmentalimpact(e.g.,staining)duringa site
possible releases associated with Building 66. GSU requests that at least one to visit. In the November 21, 2005 conference call, DTSC agreed that this proposed
two samples are collected on each side of the building, approach adequately addresses its comment.

Specific Comment 23: Response 23:

SectionA1.23.8 - HistoricalUse. Please specify the source of informationthat SectionA1.23.8.1, following the fourthsentence, the followingsentencehas been
was used to determine that the transformer fluid that was stored in drums on EBS added:

Parcel 126 did not contain PCBs. "The Phase I EBS site inspection noted that the transformers were filled with
non-PCB-containingoil, and a sticker on the transformers indicated that they
were sampled in 1993 (IT 2001a)."
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IR SITE 35, AREAS OF CONCERN IN TRANSFER PARCEL EDC-5
ALAMEDA POINT, ALAMEDA,CALIFORNIA

DATED OCTOBER 2005, CTO-0077/0011
CommentsfromDTSC,GSU

Specific Comment 24: Response 24:

SectionA1.23.8.2 - PreviousInvestigations.The firstparagraphon page A1-52 FigureA1-22 is intendedto show sample locationswithin theAOC andwithin
statesthat groundwaterdatais availablewhich indicatesthatVOCs aremigrating 100 feet of theAOC; howeversome samplelocationswere inadvertentlyomitted
ontoEBS Parcel 126 from adjacentIR Sites4, 11, and2I. However, thesedata and havebeen added. Please note thatwhile datafromthe adjacentIR sites may
arenot shown on FigureA1-22. Please addthis groundwaterinformationto be migratingontoEBS Parcel 126, concentrationsarebelow screening
FigureA1-22. criteria(MCLs).

Specific Comment 25: Response 25:

SectionA1.23.8.3 - ProposedSamplingRationaleandDesign. It is possible that Metalsanalyseswere performedon 11 samples collected at seven locations
EBS Parcel 126 was formerlyused for smeltingoperations,andelevatedmetals withinEBS Parcel126 (126-0004M, 126-0005, 126-0005M, 126-0009,
were detected in soil samples collected duringthe EBS from this parcel. It is the 126-0010, 126-0012, 126-0015, 126-0016, 127-001M, 127-011, and
opinion of GSU thatone sample locationis insufficientto assessthe distribution 127S-002M). Oneadditionalboring locationhas been addedto thenorthernarea
of metalsin soil andthepresenceof metalsin groundwater.GSU requestsat of EBS Parcel126 forcollection of soil andgroundwatersamplesfor metalsand
least three additionalsoil andgroundwatersamplinglocationsare proposedto VOCanalyses(for a totalof two groundwaterlocationsand 13soil locations).
evaluatethe distributionof metalsatEBS Parcel 126. Groundwatermonitoringwell 398-MW1was not previouslysampledfor metals.

A groundwatersamplewill be collected andanalyzedforVOCs andmetals.

Specific Comment 26: Response 26:

SectionA1.27.3 - ProposedSamplingRationaleandDesign. Groundwaterflow Groundwatersamples will be collected as close to SWMUs aspossible given the
directionsarenot well understoodin manyareasof AlamedaPoint. Therefore, presenceof subsurfaceutilities.
GSU requeststhat groundwatersamples arecollected as close to SWMUs as
possible.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON DRAFT WORK PLAN FOR REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION
IR SITE 35, AREAS OF CONCERN IN TRANSFER PARCEL EDC-5

ALAMEDA POINT, ALAMEDA, CALIFORNIA
DATED OCTOBER 2005, CTO-0077/0011

ATTACHMENT A - IR Site 35 Data Gap List

EBS Parcel 23F (includes AOC 20, 21, and 22): Response:

• Sewer lines extending from IR Sites 3, 5, 6, 8, 12, and 21 should be • Please see the response to General Comment 1- Sewers.

evaluated for potential leaks. • Please see the response to General Comment 1- Groundwater.

• Groundwater sampling is needed to determine whether contamination at • During theIR Site 35 site reconnaissance visit in August 2005, only two
IR Site 6 has migrated to and impacted EBS Parcel 23F. helicopter landingpads were observed. Both pads are located south of

• Heavy staining was observed on helicopter landing pads. Building 12(and partially located in AOC 20 of the IR Site 35 remedial

• Need clarification of RWQCB concurrence status for former fuel line investigation). No visible staining was observed in either landing pad
CAA B. area. Further investigations of Parcel 23F are planned as part of the IR

Site 35 remedial investigation (AOCs 20 and 21).

• Please see response to the RWQCB's Comment 3.

EBS Parcel 41: Response:

• Sewer lines extending from IR Site 5 should be evaluated for potential • Please see the response to General Comment 1 - Sewers.
leaks.

• Please see the response to General Comment 1- Groundwater.
• Groundwater sampling should be performed to determine whether • Comment noted.

contamination at IR Site 26 (Building 20), EBS Parcel 37, and/or IR Site
5 (Building 2) has impacted EBS Parcel 41. • Accordingto the EBS Report, 11transformers (ranging in capacity from

approximately45 to 265 gallons) were documented to be present in
• GAP 6 needs a site visit. Building4 (IT 2001). It is reported in the EBS that one of the
• Need clarification for the PCB transformers (Building 4). transformers was removed in October 1989. The EBS Report did not

report anystains, spills, or other incidents on this parcel. Please also see
the response to General Comment 1- Transformers.

EBS Parcel 43 (includes AOC 1): Response:

• Sewer lines extending from IR Site 5 should be evaluated for potential • Please see the response to General Comment 1 - Sewers.
leaks.

• Please see the response to General Comment 1- Groundwater.

• Groundwater sampling should be performed to determine whether • According to the EBS Report (IT 2001) and PEP (ERM-West 1994),
contamination at IR Site 26 has impacted EBS Parcel 43. 11 transformers (ranging in capacity from approximately45 to 350

• Need clarification for the PCB transformers and associated staining at gallons) were documented to be present in Building 3, and staining was
Building 3. observedin the transformer room. It is reported in the EBS that seven of

the transformers were dated December 7, 1993 and marked as "sampled."
No sampleshave been collected inside the transformer room. Please also
see the response to General Comment 1- Transformers.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON DRAFT WORK PLAN FOR REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION
IR SITE 35, AREAS OF CONCERN IN TRANSFER PARCEL EDC-5

ALAMEDA POINT, ALAMEDA, CALIFORNIA
DATED OCTOBER 2005, CTO-0077/0011

CommentsfromDTSC,GSU- AttachmentA

EBS Parcel 44: Response:

• Groundwater samplingshould be performed to determine whether • Please see the response to General Comment 1 - Groundwater.
contamination at IR Site 5 (Building 2) has migrated to and impacted * EBS Parcel 44 was historically used as an athletic field. According to the
EBS Parcel 44. PEP, no chemicals are known to have been used or stored in Parcel 44

• Need to clarify if the potential use ofrodenticides at the athletic field is a (ERM-West 1994). No releases or spills were documented. While no
samples have been collected from this area, the Navy considers it unlikely

concern, that rodenticides are a concern.

EBS Parcel 45: Response:

• Sewer lines extending from IR Site 5 should be evaluated for potential • Please see the response to General Comment 1- Sewers.

leaks. • Please see the response to General Comment 1- Groundwater.
• Groundwater sampling should be performed to determine whether

contamination at IR Site 5 (Building 2) has migrated to and impacted
EBS Parcel 45.

EBS Parcel 61A (includes AOC 2): Response:

• Sewer lines extending from IR Site 5 should be evaluated for potential • Please see the response to General Comment 1- Sewers.
leaks. • NAS GAP28A is located with IR Site 35 AOC 2 and was included in the

• Need clarification regarding the location of NAS GAP 28A. 2005 SWMUReport (SulTech 2005). The location of NAS GAP 28A is
listed as near Building 562 in the SWMU Report, which contradicts the
location listed in the EBS (adjacent to Building 514). The location of the
SWMU site in the ArcView Query Station (TtEMI 2003b) concurs with
the one in the SWMU Report. In a letter dated November 4, 1999, the
California Environmental Protection Agency Department of Toxic
Substances Control (DTSC) recommended NFA for this SWMU.

EBS Parcel 62: Response:

• Sewer lines extending from IR Site 8 should be evaluated for potential • Please see the response to General Comment 1- Sewers,
leaks.
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C C C
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON DRAFT WORK PLAN FOR REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION

IR SITE 35, AREAS OF CONCERN IN TRANSFER PARCEL EDC-5
ALAMEDA POINT, ALAMEDA, CALIFORNIA

DATED OCTOBER 2005, CTO-0077/0011
CommentsfromDTSC,GSU- AttachmentA

EBS Parcel 64: Response:

• Sewer lines extending from IR Site 8 should be evaluated for potential * Please see the response to General Comment 1- Sewers.

leaks. • Please see the response to General Comment 1- Groundwater.
• Groundwater sampling should be performed to determine whether

contamination at IR Site 5 has migrated to and impacted EBS Parcel 64.

EBS Parcel 65: Response:

• Sewer lines extending from IR Site 8 should be evaluated for potential • Please see the response to General Comment 1- Sewers.
leaks. • Please see the response to General Comment 1- Groundwater.

• Groundwater sampling should be performed to determine whether • According to the PEP, another UST (PT-522) may be present in the
contamination at IR Site 5 has migrated to and impacted EBS Parcel 65. southwesterncorner of Parcel 65. However, no evidence of this UST was

• Need clarification of possible UST at southwest corner of EBS Parcel 65 observed during a site inspection and no other information could be
obtained during the EBS. Previous UST Summary Reports (TtEMI 2000,

• Need clarification for the eight transformers (Building 1). 2001, 2003a)did not show a second UST in Parcel 65 nor a tank labeled
"PT-522" or "522" in Alameda Point. It appears that this UST may not
have existed.

• Accordingto the Alameda Point PCB Survey, SSPORTS Environmental
Detachment,Vallejo CA, August 1999, six Aroclor samples were
collectedfrom PCB-containing equipment or from the immediate area
(e.g., transformer pad) located at Building 1. Three of these transformers
have been removed. All aroclor results were 0 ppm, with the exception
of one sample; with a result of 39.1 ppm (this equipment has been
removed). Please also see the response to General Comment 1 -
Transformers.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON DRAFT WORK PLAN FOR REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION
IR SITE 35, AREAS OF CONCERN IN TRANSFER PARCEL EDC-5

ALAMEDA POINT, ALAMEDA,CALIFORNIA
DATED OCTOBER 2005, CTO-0077/0011

CommentsfromDTSC,GSU- AttachmentA

EBS Parcel 70 (includes AOC 18): Response:

• Sewer lines extending from IR Site 12 should be evaluatedfor potential • Please see the response to General Comment 1- Sewers.

leaks. • Please see the response to General Comment 1- Groundwater.

• Groundwater sampling should be performed to determine whether • No evidence of a previously existing aircraft washdown area was
contamination at Site 5 has migrated to and impacted EBS Parcel 70. observed during the IR Site 35 site reconnaissance visit in August 2005.

• Need clarification of the existence of an aircraft washdown area, The helicopter landing pads were located outside of Parcel 70 and in
helicopter landing pads, and the potential for contamination to exist Parcel 23F. Please see the responses to EBS Parcel 23F comments above.
beneath Hangar 39. Analytical results reported for soil samples collected inside Building 39

• Need clarification of RWQCB concurrence status for former fuel line did not indicate the presence of potential contamination, therefore further
CAA B. investigation is not considered necessary.

• Please see response to the RWQCB's Comment 3.

EBS Parcel 71 (AOC23 - entire parcel): Response:

• Sewer lines extending from IR Sites 5, 6, 8, and 12 should be evaluated • Please see the response to General Comment 1 - Sewers.

for potential leaks. • Please see the response to General Comment 1 - Groundwater.

• Groundwater sampling should be performed to determine whether • Please see response to the RWQCB's Comment 3.
contamination at IR Site 6 has migrated to and impacted EBS Parcel 71.

• Need clarification of RWQCB concurrence status for former fuel line
CAA B.

EBS Parcel 73: Response:

• Sewer lines extending from IR Sites 5 and 8 should be evaluated for • Please see the response to General Comment 1- Sewers.

potential leaks. • Please seeresponse to the RWQCB's Comment 3.
• Need clarification of RWQCB concurrencestatus for former fuel line

CAA B.

EBS Parcel 77 (AOC 11- entire parcel): Response:

• Sewer lines extending from IR Site 8 should be evaluated for potential * Please see the response to General Comment- Sewers.
leaks.

• Please see the response to General Comment 1- Groundwater.
• Groundwater sampling should be performed to determine whether

contamination at IR Site 8 has migrated to and impacted EBS Parcel 77.
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C C C
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON DRAFTWORK PLAN FOR REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION

IR SITE 35, AREAS OF CONCERN IN TRANSFER PARCEL EDC-5
ALAMEDA POINT, ALAMEDA, CALIFORNIA

DATED OCTOBER 2005, CTO-0077/0011
CommentsfromDTSC,GSU- AttachmentA

EBS Parcel 78: Response:

• Need clarificationof transformerslocated on northside of Building607 • Onetransformeris located alongthe north side of Building 607. Another
andpossible transformernearwest end of Building 73B. transformeris locatednearthe west end of Building 73B. Please also see

the response to General Comment 1- Transformers.

EBS Parcel 79: Response:

• Need clarification of a potential UST near eastern edge of EBS Parcel 79. * According to the EBS, no USTs or underground fuel lines have been
reported on EBS Parcel 79 (IT 2001).

EBS Parcel 80 (includes AOC 9): Response:

• Sewer lines extending from IR Site 8 should be evaluated for potential • Please see the response to General Comment - Sewers.

leaks. • Please see the response to General Comment 1- Groundwater.
• Groundwater sampling should be performed to determine whether

contamination at IR Site 8 has migrated to and impacted EBS Parcel 80.

EBS Parcel 81: Response:

• Sewer lines extending from IR Site 8 should be evaluated for potential • Please see the response to General Comment - Sewers.

leaks. • Please see the response to General Comment 1 - Groundwater.

• Groundwater sampling should be performed to determine whether • There are no stainsmentioned in either the PEP or the EBS. There is also
contamination at IR Site 8 has migrated to and impacted EBS Parcel 8I. no mention of a boiler room being present on EBS Parcel 81.

• Stain was observed outside the boiler room.

EBS Parcel 82: Response:

• Need clarification of waste fuel tank UST(R)-03 closed under RWQCB. • UST(R)-03, also known as UST 7-1, was removed in December 2001

• Groundwater sampling should be performed to determine whether (TtEM12002) and closure was approved by the RWQCB. Per the
contamination at IR Site 8 has migrated to and impacted EBS Parcel 82. November 17, 2005 conference call the Navy will provide a copy of the

closure request report to DTSC, which summarizes related activities and
sampling results.

• Please see the response to General Comment 1- Groundwater

EBS Parcel 83: Response:

• Sewer lines extending from IR Site 8 should be evaluated for potential • Please see the response to General Comment 1- Sewers.
leaks.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON DRAFT WORK PLAN FOR REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION
IR SITE 35, AREAS OF CONCERN IN TRANSFER PARCEL EDC-5

ALAMEDA POINT, ALAMEDA, CALIFORNIA
DATED OCTOBER 2005, CTO-0077/0011

Commentsfrom DTSC,GSU- AttachmentA

EBS Parcel 84: Response:

* Sewer lines extending from IR Site 8 should be evaluated for potential * Please see the response to General Comment 1- Sewers.
leaks.

EBS Parcel 85: Response:

• Need clarificationof transformerslocated atBuilding 585. * Accordingto the AlamedaPointPCB Survey(SSPORTS 1999), three
transformers are located at Building 585. One transformer was noted to
be dry and a sample (00025) was collected from another. Aroclor was
reported to be 0 ppm. Please also see the response to General Comment 1
- Transformers.

EBS Parcel 86: Response:

• Building demolished; potential LBP and OCP concerns • Please see the response to General Comment 1- Lead-Based Paint and
General Comment 1- Chlordane.

EBS Parcel 87: Response:

* PAH exceeding 1000 ppb at < 4ft • Please see response to General Comment 1 - PAHs.

EBS Parcel 88: Response:

• Building demolished; potential LBP and OCP concerns • Please see the response to General Comment 1 - Lead-BasedPaint and
General Comment 1- Chlordane.

EBS Parcel 91 (includes AOC 3): Response:

• Sewer lines extending from IR Site 8 should be evaluated for potential • Please see the response to General Comment 1 - Sewers.

leaks. • Please see the response to General Comment 1- PAHs.
• PAH > 1,000 mg/kg at less than 4 feet bgs (sample 32EDC-5-42).

EBS Parcel 92: Response:

• Sewer lines extending from IR Site 8 should be evaluated for potential • Please see the response to GeneralComment 1 - Sewers.
leaks.

EBS Parcel 93: Response:

* Building demolished; potential LBP and OCP concerns • Please see the response to General Comment 1- Lead-Based Paint and
General Comment 1- Chlordane.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON DRAFT wORK PLAN FOR REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION

IR SITE 35, AREAS OF CONCERN IN TRANSFER PARCEL EDC-5
ALAMEDA POINT, ALAMEDA,CALIFORNIA

DATED OCTOBER 2005, CTO-0077/0011
CommentsfromDTSC,GSU- AttachmentA

EBS Parcel 94: Response:

• Building demolished;potential LBP andOCP concerns • Please see the response to General Comment 1- Lead-BasedPaint and
General Comment1 - Chlordane.

EBS Parcel 98 (includes AOC 4, 5, 7, 8, 10): Response:

• Groundwatersamplingshouldbe performedto determinewhether • Please see the response to GeneralComment 1- Groundwater.
contaminationatIR Site 28 has migratedto andimpactedEBS Parcel 98. • Please see theresponse to GeneralComment 1- PAHs.

• PAH > 1,000 mg/kg at less than 4 feet bgs in decision areas 4,5,6,9, • Please see the response to General Comment 1- Transformers
and 11.

• Need clarification of demolished transformer house (Building 278).

EBS Parcel 99: Response:

• PAH > 1,000 mg/kg at less than 4 feet bgs in $9. * Please see the response to General Comment 1- PAHs.

EBS Parcel 100: Response:

• PAH > 1,000 mg/kg at GG5 and LL4. • Please see the response to General Comment 1 - PAHs.

EBS Parcel 102 (AOC 15 - entire parcel): Response:

• Groundwater sampling should be performed to determine whether • Please see the response to General Comment 1- Groundwater.
contamination at IR Site 7 has migrated to and impacted EBS Parcel 102.

EBS Parcel 103 (includes AOC 13 and 14): Response:

• Sewer lines extending from IR Site 7 should be evaluated for potential • Please see the response to General Comment 1- Sewers.

leaks. • Please see the response to General Comment 1- Groundwater.

• Groundwater sampling should be performed to determine whether • Please see the response to General Comment 1- PAHs.
contamination at IR Site 7 has migrated to and impacted EBS Parcel 103.

• PAH > 1,000 mg/kg at less than 4 feet bgs in decision areas 16 and 18.

EBS Parcel 104: Response:

• Building demolished; potential LBP and OCP concerns • Please see the response to General Comment 1- Lead-Based Paint and
General Comment 1 - Chlordane.

01/25/06 2:52 PM trm t:\word_processingVeports_alameda\clean3\cto077Viwp\draft flnal_attachmentf_) dtsc-gsuattachment a rift wp.doc page7 of 14



RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON DRAFT WORK PLAN FOR REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION
IR SITE 35, AREAS OF CONCERN IN TRANSFER PARCEL EDC-5

ALAMEDA POINT, ALAMEDA, CALIFORNIA
DATED OCTOBER 2005, CTO-0077/0011

CommentsfromDTSC,GSU- AttachmentA

EBS Parcel 105: Response:

• Building demolished; potential LBP and OCP concerns • Please see the response to General Comment 1 - Lead-Based Paint and
General Comment 1- Chlordane.

EBS Parcel 106 (includes AOC 12): Response:

• Sewer lines extending fromIR Sites 5 and8 shouldbe evaluated for • Please see theresponseto GeneralComment 1- Sewers.

potential leaks. • Please see the responseto GeneralComment 1 - Railroads

• Need clarification as to why railroad tracks were not investigated. • Please refer to the response to RWQCB's Comment 3.
• Need clarification of RWQCB concurrence status for former fuel line

CAA B.

EBS Parcel 107 (includes AOC 12): Response:

• Sewer lines extending from IR Sites 5 and 8 should be evaluated for • Please see the response to General Comment 1 - Sewers.

potential leaks. * Please see the response to General Comment 1 - Railroads.

• Need clarification of the whereabouts of former railroad tracks (detection • Please refer to the response to RWQCB's Comment 3.
limits may be a problem).

• Building 86 (100 square foot sewage pump station) is located in the
• Need clarification of RWQCB concurrence status for former fuel line southeastern comer of EBS Parcel 107, which is outside of AOC 12.

CAA B. During the EBS, soil sampling was conducted along the sanitary sewer
• Need clarification of Building 86 sewage pump station, corridor adjacent to Building 86. One subsurface soil sample and a

confirmation sample were collected. This sample was analyzed for TPH,
SVOCs, pesticides/PCBs, and metals. Analytical results revealed low
concentrations of eight SVOC compounds and two SVOC TICs, which
were below the August 1996 EPA Region 9 PRGs. The only exception
was benzo(a)pyrene, which was detected above its Region 9 PRG. The
reported metal concentrations are below the August 1996EPA Region 9
PRGs. No TPH, pesticides, or PCB constituents were detected in the
sample. No additional sampling was recommended.

EBS Parcel 108: Response:

• Building demolished; potential LBP and OCP concerns • Please see the response to General Comment 1 - Lead-Based Paint and
General Comment 1- Chlordane.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON DRAFTWORK PLAN FOR REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION

IR SITE 35, AREAS OF CONCERN IN TRANSFER PARCEL EDC-5
ALAMEDA POINT, ALAMEDA, CALIFORNIA

DATED OCTOBER 2005, CTO-0077/0011
Commentsfrom DTSC,GSU- AttachmentA

EBS Parcel 109: Response:

• Sewer lines extending from IR Sites 5 and 8 should be evaluated for • Please see the response to General Comment 1 - Sewers.

potential leaks. * Please see the response to General Comment 1- Railroads.

• Need clarification of the whereabouts of former railroad tracks (detection • Please refer to the response to RWQCB's Comment 3.
limits may be a problem).

• Need clarification of RWQCB concurrence status for former fuel line
CAA B.

EBS Parcel 111: Response:

• Sewer lines extending from IR Site 7 should be evaluated for potential • Please see the response to General Comment 1- Sewers.

leaks. * Please see the response to General Comment 1- Groundwater.
• Groundwater sampling should be performed to determine whether

contamination at IR Site 3 has migrated to and impacted EBS Parcel 111.

EBS Parcel 115: Response:

• Groundwater sampling should be performed to determine whether • Please see the response to General Comment 1 - Groundwater.

contamination at IR Site 3 has migrated to and impacted EBS Parcel 115. * Four soil samples were collected during the EBS to investigate the
• Additional investigation of bunker areas, USTs, and transformers is zonewide concern of former bunkers. No analytes were detected at

recommended, concentrations above the EBS screening criteria. One groundwater data
point is known to exist for EBS Parcel 115 and TPH was the only

• constituentdetected above screening criteria in the boring. The SI results
for human health risk evaluation for this parcel showed that cancer risk
levels and hazard indices were not above target levels (BEI 2005).

• Please see the response to General Comment 1 - Transformers.

• The EBS noted the presence of three ASTs (AST173A-C) and three
USTs (UST 173-1-3) on the eastern side of Building 173. The USTs
received closure from the RWQCB on 16June 2000. The three ASTs are
being investigated as part of IR Site 35.

EBS Parcel 121 (AOC 23 - entire parcel): Response:

• Groundwater sampling should be performed to determine whether • Please see the response to General Comment 1- Groundwater.
contamination at IR Site 3 has migrated to and impacted EBS Parcel 121.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON DRAFT WORK PLAN FOR REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION
IR SITE 35, AREAS OF CONCERN IN TRANSFER PARCEL EDC-5

ALAMEDA POINT, ALAMEDA, CALIFORNIA
DATED OCTOBER 2005, CTO-0077/0011

CommentsfromDTSC,GSU- AttachmentA

EBS Parcel 123 (AOC 23 - entire parcel): Response:

• Groundwater sampling should be performed to determine whether • Please see the response to General Comment 1 - Groundwater.
contamination at IR Site 3 has migrated to and impacted EBS Parcel 123.

EBS Parcel 125 (AOC 23 - entire parcel): Response:

• Sewer lines extending from IR Sites 3 and 21 should be evaluated for * Please see the response to General Comment 1- Sewers.

potential leaks. • Please see the response to General Comment 1- Groundwater.

• Groundwatersampling should be performed to determinewhether • Comment noted,
contaminationat IR Site 21 has migrated to and impacted EBS Parcel 125.

• NFA management approval pending for NADEP GAP 43.

EBS Parcel 126 (AOC 23 - entire parcel): Response:

• Sewer lines extending from IR Sites 3 and 21 should be evaluated for • Please see the response to General Comment 1- Sewers.

potential leaks. • Please see the response to General Comment 1- Groundwater.
• Groundwater sampling should be performed to determinewhether

contamination at IR Site 21 has migrated to and impacted EBS Parcel 126.

EBS Parcel 130 (includes AOC 25): Response:

• Groundwater sampling should be performed to determine whether • Please see the response to General Comment 1- Groundwater.
contamination at IR Site 3 has migrated to and impacted EBS Parcel 130.

EBS Parcel 132 (AOC 25 - entire parcel): Response:

• Groundwater sampling should be performed to determine whether • Please see the response to General Comment 1 - Groundwater.
contamination at IR Site 4 has migrated to and impacted EBS Parcel 132.

EBS Parcel 185 (includes AOC 17): Response:

• Sewer lines extending from IR Site 5 should be evaluated for potential • Please see the response to General Comment 1- Sewers.

leaks. • Please see the response to General Comment 1 - Groundwater.
• Groundwater sampling should be performed to determine whether

contamination at IR Sites 5 and 6 has migrated to and impacted EBS
Parcel 185.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON DRAFT WORK PLAN FOR REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION
IR SITE 35, AREAS OF CONCERN IN TRANSFER PARCEL EDC-5

ALAMEDA POINT, ALAMEDA, CALIFORNIA
DATED OCTOBER 2005, CTO-0077/0011

Comments from DTSC, GSU - Attachment A

EBS Parcel 187: Response:

• Sewer lines extending from IR Site 5 should be evaluated for potential * Please see the response to General Comment 1 - Sewers.

leaks. • Please see the response to General Comment 1 - Groundwater.
• Groundwater sampling should be performed to determine whether

contamination at IR Site 26 has migrated to and impacted EBS Parcel 187.

EBS Parcel 188: Response:

Building demolished; potential LBP and OCP concerns • Please see the response to General Comment 1 - Lead-Based Paint and
General Comment 1 - Chlordane.

EBS Parcel 189: Response:

• Heavy staining was observed around generator (screen against the PRC). • Stains (I0 feet by 10 feet) in the vicinity of the generator in Building 392

• Need clarification regarding UST closure status, were likely the result of diesel spills throughout the operation of the
generator. During the EBS, two surface and two subsurface soil samples
were collected from Target Area 1 to address stained areas in Building
392. Results of sampling indicated TPH as motor oil at concentrations up
to 300 mg/kg, all metals concentrations below background concentrations
with the exception of zinc, and all detected metal concentrations less than
August 1996 EPA Region 9 PRGs; and the only SVOC compound
detected was a TIC at a low concentration. Based on these results, the
EBS concluded that no additional investigation was warranted (IT 2001).

• A 500 gallon UST identified as 392-1 was historically located within EBS
Parcel 189. The tank was used to store unleaded gasoline. This UST
received NFA closure from the RWQCB on 20 September 2001. As
discussed in the November 17 and 21, 2005 conference calls, the Navy
will provide a copy of the closure request report to DTSC.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON DRAFT WORK PLAN FOR REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION
IR SITE 35, AREAS OF CONCERN IN TRANSFER PARCEL EDC-5

ALAMEDA POINT, ALAMEDA, CALIFORNIA
DATED OCTOBER 2005, CTO-0077/0011

CommentsfromDTSC,GSU- AttachmentA

EBS Parcel 195 (includes AOC 19): Response:

• Sewer lines extending from IR Site 12 should be evaluated for potential * Please see the response to General Comment 1- Sewers.
leaks. • Please see the response to General Comment 1- Groundwater.

• Groundwater sampling should be performed to determine whether • Please refer to the response to General Comment 1 - SWMUs.
contamination at IR Site 6 has migrated to and impacted EBS Parcel 195.

• Based on the EBS Report, the washdown area was located in an area
• GAP 24 needs a site visit, northeast of Building 40 (IT 2001).

• Need clarification of the existence of an aircraft washdown area and the • Please refer to the response to RWQCB's Comment 3.
potential for contamination to exist beneath Hangar 40. • Per the November 17, 2005 conference call, the Navy will provide a copy

• Need clarification of RWQCB concurrence status for former fuel line of the closurerequest report.
CAA-B.

• Need clarification of waste oil/solvent tank UST 40-1 closed under
RWQCB.

EBS Parcel 197 (includes AOC 24): Response:

• Sewer lines extending from IR Site 7 should be evaluated for potential • Please see the response to General Comment 1- Sewers.

leaks. • Please see the response to General Comment 1 - Groundwater.
• Groundwater sampling should be performed to determine whether

contamination at 1R Sites 3 and 7 has migrated to and impacted EBS
Parcel 197.

EBS Parcel 203: Response:

• Need clarification regarding elevated lead (2,860 mg/kg) in soil near • The Navy is unable to identify the sample to which this comment refers.
Building 78. No samplecollected within EBS Parcel 203 or any other sample collected

• Need clarification regarding unknown UST. within EDC-5 had a reported lead value of 2,860 mg/kg.
• No UST is known to have existed on EBS Parcel 203.

EBS Parcel 205: Response:

• Sewer lines extending from IR Site 5 should be evaluated for potential • Please see the response to General Comment 1- Sewers.

leaks. • Please refer to the response to RWQCB's Comment 3.
• Need clarification of RWQCB concurrence status for former fuel line

CAA-B.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON DRAFTwORK PLAN FOR REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION

IR SITE 35, AREAS OF CONCERN IN TRANSFER PARCEL EDC-5
ALAMEDA POINT, ALAMEDA, CALIFORNIA

DATED OCTOBER 2005, CTO-0077/0011
CommentsfromDTSC,GSU- AttachmentA

EBS Parcel 206: Response:

* Sewer lines extending from IR Site 5 should be evaluated for potential * Please see the response to General Comment 1- Sewers.

leaks. • Please see the response to General Comment 1- Groundwater.
• Groundwater sampling should be performed to determine whether

contamination at IR Site 6 has migrated to and impacted EBS Parcel 206.

EBS Parcel 208: Response:

• Groundwater sampling should be performed to determine whether • Please see the response to General Comment 1- Groundwater.
contamination at IR Site 7 has migrated to and impacted EBS Parcel 208.

EBS Parcel 212: Response:

Building demolished;potentialLBP andOCPconcerns • Please see the response to GeneralComment1 - Lead-BasedPaint and
GeneralComment 1- Chlordane.

REFERENCES

Bechtel Environmental. 2005. Draft Final Site Inspection ReportTransfer
ParcelEDC-5, Alameda Point, Alameda, California. February.

ERM-West. 1994. Parcel Evaluation Plans. NAS/NASDEP Alameda,
California.

InternationalTechnologyCorporation. 2001. EnvironmentalBaseline
SurveyData Evaluation Summary - Final, Alameda Point, California.
January.

SulTech,a JointVenture of Sullivan Consulting Group and Tetra Tech EM
Inc. 2005. Solid Waste Management Unit Evaluation Report for
Economic Development Conveyance Parcel 05, Alameda Point,
Alameda, California. February 4.

SSPORTS. 1999. Alameda Point PCB Survey. Environmental Detachment,
Vallejo,California: August.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON DRAFT WORK PLAN FOR REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION
IR SITE 35, AREAS OF CONCERN IN TRANSFER PARCEL EDC-5

ALAMEDA POINT, ALAMEDA, CALIFORNIA
DATED OCTOBER 2005, CTO-0077/0011

CommentsfromDTSC,GSU- AttachmentA

REFERENCES (continued)

Tetra Tech EMI. 2000. Underground Storage Tank Summary Report. June.

. 2001. Underground Storage Tank Summary Report. June.

• 2002. Underground Fuel Line Abandonment Completion Report,
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.. 2003a. Underground Storage Tank Summary Report. April.
2003b. Alameda Point ArcView_ Query Station. May 20.
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Response to DTSC's General Comment 1 on Storm Sewer Lines

(_ DTSC General Comment 1Sewers - Previous Stormand sanitary sewer investigations are not sufficient to determine
whether exfiltration of industrial wastewater from IR Sites 3, 5, 6, 7, 8, 12 and 21 would
have resulted in contamination of soil and/or groundwater on EDC-5 parcels located
down flow of such facilities. Further evaluation should be conducted. Soil and/or
groundwater sampling may be necessary if it cannot be demonstrated that sewer lines are
and have always been below the water table and flowing unpressurized (gravity flow), are
not significantly damaged, and/or are down flow from areas at industrial sites that did not
discharge contaminated waste streams.

General Response 1
Storm sewer lines are not considered a concern for migration of contaminants from
adjacent IR Sites that could have resulted in impact to soil and/or groundwater at EDC-5
(located down flow of these sites). This applies to historical (prior to 1975, when
industrial waste lines were completed) discharge of industrial waste water directly to
storm sewer lines as well as potential preferential migration pathways for lines that
transect groundwater plumes. DTSC also identified sanitary and industrial waste sewer
lines as outstanding issues. These issues will be addressed during the RI and results will
be presented in the RI report.

Historical Discharge, of Industrial Waste Water Directly to Storm Sewer Lines
As discussed in the following paragraphs, storm sewer lines are not considered a concern
for migration of contaminants into or within EDC-5 resulting from historical discharge of
industrial waste water directly to storm sewer lines.

If storm sewer lines are submerged below the groundwater table, infiltration of
groundwater into the storm sewer line would be expected, as opposed to exfiltration of
water in the line that could have resulted in contamination of soil and/or groundwater at
EDC-5 located down flow of these sites. Review of the information on submerged
(below the groundwater table) versus non-submerged storm sewer lines within the
boundaries of EDC-5 is presented in two reports, the Storm Sewer Summary Report
(TtEMI 2000) and the Final Field Sampling Plan, Supplemental Remedial Investigation,
Data Gap Sampling for Operable Units 1 and 2 (TtEMI 2001). Data in these reports
indicate that, with the few exceptions of short line segments exiting buildings, storm
sewer lines at and down flow of industrial sites adjacent to EDC-5 (IR Sites 3, 5, 6, 7, 8,
12 and 21) are below the groundwater table.

The 2000 Storm Sewer Summary Report assessed whether storm sewer line segments
were above or below the groundwater table by comparing storm sewer line invert
elevations to groundwater elevations measured in wells located within 100 feet of the
sewer line segment. Results are shown on Figure 3-1 from the TtEMI 2000 report (and
included on the attached CD containing Figure 3-1A) and indicate that, with the few
exceptions of short line segments exiting buildings, storm sewer lines at industrial sites
adjacent to EDC-5 are below the groundwater table. The study focused on storm sewer
lines at IR sites; therefore, storm sewer lines within EDC-5 that are outside of IR Sites
were not characterized as to.whether they were below the water table (i.e., the figure
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Response to DTSC's General Comment 1 on Storm Sewer Lines

indicates "no data" for these sections). Because the design of the storm sewer lines is
gravity flow (unpressurized) (invert elevations would decrease down flow), storm sewer
line sections down flow from submerged sections are likely also submerged below the
groundwater table. This is evidenced by the observation_of groundwater infiltrating at
points along some of these lines (Figure 3-1 from the TtEMI 2001 report, which is
included on the attached CD containing Figure 3-1B); these observations were made
during a video Survey of the interior of the storm sewer lines (TtEMI 2001). As
mentioned, if most storm sewer lines within EDC-5 are submerged, it is unlikely that
there would have been exfiltration of industrial wastewater from IR Sites 3, 5, 6, 7, 8, 12
and 21 that could have resulted in contamination of soil and/or groundwater on EDC-5
parcels located down flow of these sites.

Potential Preferential Migration of Contaminants from Groundwater Plumes
Storm sewer lines are not considered a concern for migration of contaminants into or
within EDC-5 resulting from potential preferential migration pathways for lines that
transect groundwater plumes.

• The only areas where storm sewer lines traverse groundwater plumes that are
located up flow of EDC-5 are at IR Sites 5, 6, and 7 (Figure 1, enclosed with these
comments). According to results presented in the Basewide Groundwater
Monitoring Report, Spring 2005 (ITSI 2005), there is not a groundwater plume at
IR Site 8. Additionally, storm sewer lines at AOC 25 transverse a portion of the
IR Site 3 Group groundwater plumes; however, the lines flow away from EDC-5.
The storm sewer segments that traverse groundwater plumes include:

o Three segments of the storm sewer line that flow to outfall G traverse the
periphery of the IR Site 5 groundwater plume and EDC-5 and include:

• 15Gto llGA
• 6G-18-1Bto 6G-18
• 5G-6Ato 5G-5

o A fourth segment of the storm sewer line that flows to outfall G that likely
traverses the periphery of the IR Site 5 plume also traverses the IR Site 6
plume and EDC-5:

• 4G-8 to slightly beyond 4G-1
o Two segments of the storm sewer line that flows to outfall H traverse the

IR Site 7 plume and EDC-5 and include:
• 6G-13A,B,C, andD to 6G-12
• 6G-15A,B, and C to 6G-11A

There is little potential for contaminants to be transported down flow to EDC-5 via
the storm sewer lines for the following reasons:

• The portions of the storm sewer lines that traverse groundwater plumes are in
areas marginally impacted by chemicals in groundwater (near or below MCLs).
This is based on results of the Basewide Groundwater Monitoring Report, Spring
2005 (ITSI 2005) and is illustrated on Figure 1 (attached).

o The distribution of volatile organic compounds (VOCs) at the IR Site 5
plume are represented by the 5 microgram per liter (_tg/L)
isoconcentration contour in the Basewide Groundwater Monitoring
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Response to DTSC's General Comment 1 on Storm Sewer Lines

Program Report, Spring 2005 (ITSI 2005). Based on these results,
concentrations of 1,1-dichloroethane (and the approximate concentration
of other VOCs) in the vicinity of these storm sewer lines range from less
than the laboratory detection limit of 0.5 _tg/L to about 5 p.g/L.

o The primary VOCs reported at IR Site 6 are cis-12-dichloroethene and
vinyl chloride with maximum concentrations reported in the Basewide
Groundwater Monitoring Program Report, Spring 2005 were 8.1 and 1.8
_g/L, respectively (ITSI 2005). Other reported VOC concentrations were
below Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs) (ITSI 2005).

o The primary VOC reported at IR Site 7 was methyl tert-butyl ether
(MTBE) with maximum concentration reported in the Basewide
Groundwater Monitoring Program Report, Spring 2005 as 17 _tg/L (ITSI
2005). Other reported VOC concentrations were below MCLs (ITSI
2005).

• The portions of the storm sewer lines that traverse groundwater plumes are mostly
below the groundwater table according to Figure 3-1A. Because the design of the
storm sewer lines is gravityflow (unpressurized) (invert elevations would
decrease down flow), storm sewer line sections down flow from submerged
sections are likely also submerged below the groundwater table. This is
evidenced by video survey results of the interior of the storm sewer lines, where
significant infiltration was observed (Figure 3-1B) down flow of these areas. As
mentioned, if most storm sewer lines within EDC-5 are submerged, it is unlikely
that there would have been exfiltration of chemicals from groundwater plumes
that could have resulted in contamination of soil and/or groundwater on EDC-5
parcels located down flow of the IR sites.

• Transport of impacted groundwater by influx into storm-sewer piping is
considered possible but not significant. Infiltration of groundwater was observed
(during a video survey of the interior of the storm sewer lines) along some
sections of the storm sewers that were found to be in poor condition near the IR
Sites 5 and 6 groundwater plumes (TtEMI 2001 and Figure 1-3B). However,
transport of impacted groundwater through the storm-sewer pipes is considered
insignificant based on results for samples collected from manholes, catch basins
and outfalls down flow of these damaged sections because reported
concentrations were below screening levels. The other storm sewer segments that
transverse groundwater plumes at IR Sites 6 and 7 are in generally good condition
(Figure 3-1B).

• Transport of contaminants through storm-sewer bedding material is considered
unlikely based on geotechnical testing (TtEMI 2002). Storm sewer bedding
material at IR sites adjacent to EDC-5 was found to be similar to or less
permeable than surrounding fill material, based on the results of geotechnical
testing. Therefore, storm sewer bedding materials are not considered preferential
pathways for migration of contaminated groundwater through EDC-5 from the
plumes at IR Sites 5, 6, and 7.
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The following paragraphs provide additional detail of the storm sewer investigations
mentioned above.

Infiltration Investigation

Storm sewer manhole, catch basins and outfall sampling was conducted at 22 locations
distributed among IR Sites 5, 6, 9, 11, 14, 15, 16, 21, and 23 (TtEMI 2002). The purpose
of this investigation was to determine if contaminated groundwater from IR sites was
infiltrating into storm sewer lines andbeing discharged to surface waters at outfalls.
Water samples from manholes, catch basins, and outfalls were analyzed for TPH and
VOCs. Both TPH and VOCs were reported at concentrations exceeding detection limits,
but concentrations did not exceed ecological reference values (ERVs) or MCLs. (ERVs
were developed in the Final Field Sampling Plan and Quality Assurance Project Plan,
Supplemental Remedial Investigation, Data Gap Sampling for Operable Units 1 and 2,
Alameda Point [TtEMI 2001]).

Based on the low concentrations of VOCs and TPH found in storm sewer water samples
collected within the IR Sites 5, 6, and 7, it is unlikely that infiltration to storm sewers is
providing a preferential pathway for significant levels (concentrations above screening
levels) of groundwater contamination from plumes at IR Sites 5, 6, and 7 to reach EDC-5
parcels. Therefore, potential infiltration of groundwater contamination into storm sewer
lines from groundwater plumes at IR Sites 5 and 6 is not considered a concern for EDC-
5.

The following table summarizes the results of sampling within storm sewer lines crossing
EDC-5.

Infiltration Study Sampling Results
Outfall Upflow SamplingPoint AnalytesReportedat Result ERV

IR Site ConcentrationsExceeding 0tg/L) (_g/L)
DetectionLimits

A IR Site5 S05-DGS-MH-7A-GW1 Chloroform 0.4J 28
TPH-motoroil 740 1,400

S05-DGS-OF-A-GW1 Chloroform 0.5J 28
TPH-motoroil 370 1,400

B IRSite5 S05-DGS-MH-4B-GW1 None
D IRSite8 S05-DGS-MH-9D-GW1 None
G IRSite5 S05-DGS-MH-6G-18-GW-1 None

S05-DGS-MH-9G-GW1 None

IR Site6 S05-DGS-MH-4G-I-GW1 None

IRSites6, S06-DGS-MH-5G1-GW1 1,2-dichloroethene (total) 2 590
12 Bromoform 1J 6,400

Chloroform 2 28
TPH-motoroil 330 1,400

IRSites 5, S21-DGS-OF-G-GW1 1,1,1-trichloroethene 2 62
6, 8, and 1,1-dichloroethane 1 47

12,and21 1,1-dichloroethene 0.4J 25
1,2-dichloroethene(total) 3 590
Chloroethane 0.9J 100
Trichloroethene 1J 360
Vinyl chloride 0.3J 782
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TPH-motor oil 400 1,400

H IR Site 7 $21-DGS-MH-6H-GW 1 1,2-dichloroethene (total) 5 590
(manhole is down flow from MTBE 2J 8,000
EDC-5) Tfichloroethene 2J 360

Vinyl chloride 0.4J 782
TPH-motor oil 270 1,400

Sampling Point ID: MH - manhole sampling location; OF - outfall sampling location note: there were no
catch basin samples collected as part of this investigation within EDC-5)

Bedding Materials

A storm sewer bedding materials investigation was conducted at fifteen sampling points
distributed among IR Sites 4, 5, 6, 9, 13, 16, 21, and 23 (TtEMI 2002). The purpose of
this investigation was to determine if bedding materials had higher permeabilities than
the surrounding site soils, and if groundwater chemical constituents were present at
concentrations exceeding their respective MCLs, ambient water quality criteria, and/or
ecological reference values (ERVs). The only two locations where bedding materials
were found to have higher permeability than site soils were within IR Sites 4 and 13.
These two IR Sites do not include storm sewer lines that intersect EDC-5.

The bedding materials for storm sewers at IR Sites 5 and 6 were not found to be a
preferential pathway for migration of contaminated groundwater from the plumes at these
sites. Potential groundwater contamination along storm sewer lines downgradient from
IR Sites 5 and 6 is not considered a concern for EDC-5.

_] Bedding Study Sampling Results
IRSite Adjacent/Downflow SamplingPoint RelativePermeability

EDC-5Locations

IR Site AOCs 1,2, 9, 11 S05-DGS-DP29 Bedding material similar permeability to
5 S05-DGS-VE01 nearby soil

IR Site AOCs 11, 17 S05-DGS-DP30 Bedding material less permeable than nearby
5 S05-DGS-VE02 soil

IR Site AOC 23 S06-DGS-DP09 Bedding material similar permeability to
6 S06-DGS-VE01 nearby soil

S06-DGS-DP 10 Bedding material similar permeability to

S06-DGS-VE02 nearby soil
IRSite AOC23 $21-DGS-DP09 Beddingmateriallesspermeablethannearby

21 S21-DGS-VE01 soil
$21-DGS-DP10 Bedding materiallesspermeable than nearby
$21-DGS-VE02 soil

IRSite AOC25 S04-DGS-DP22 Bedding materialsmore permeable than
4 S04-DGS-VE01 nearby soil

REFERENCES
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Groundwater Monitoring Report, Alameda Point, Alameda, California. July.
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Tetra Tech EM Inc. 2000. Storm Sewer Study Report, Alameda Point, Alameda,

California. December 4.
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2001. Final Field Sampling Plan, Supplemental Remedial Investigation,
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON DRAFT wORK PLAN FOR REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION

IR SITE 35, AREAS OF CONCERN IN TRANSFER PARCEL EDC-5
ALAMEDA POINT, ALAMEDA, CALIFORNIA

DATED OCTOBER 2005
CTO-0077/0011

Written on 16 November, 2005
James M. Polisini

Human and Ecological Risk Division (HERD)
California Environmental Protection Agency
Department of Toxic Substances Control

GENERAL RESPONSE

The Navy has modified the Conceptual Site Model (Figure 1-5) in the HHRA
Work Plan inAttachment E to show that the groundwater exposure pathways will
not apply to AOCs where there are no groundwater samples. For these AOCs, the
ingestion of groundwater, dermal contact while showering, inhalation of vapors
while showering and migration of vapors from groundwater to indoor air will not
be included in the risk assessment calculations.

GENERAL COMMENTS RESPONSE TO GENERAL COMMENTS

General Comment 1. Response to General Comment 1.
At yourrequest,this memorandumis a review of theHHRA WorkPlan only. No responserequired.
Additionalcommentson the remainderof the WorkPlanmaybe providedunder
separatecover ata laterdate.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS RESPONSE TO SPECIFIC COMMENTS

SpecificComment1. Responseto SpecificComment1.
Please indicatewhether, in additionto theU.S. EPA, the Departmentof Toxic The Navy has not received any comments from Marcia Liao or Dr. Jim Polisini on
SubstancesControl (DTSC)has yet to concurwith the 'simplifications'of the baseline an email of June 23, 2005 that outlined the proposed simplifications to the baseline
HHRA work plan (Section 1.0,page El-2). HHRA as agreed to with Dr. Sophia Serda, U.S. EPA, in a meeting on June 21,

2005 with U.S. EPA, DTSC, RWQCB and the Navy.

Specific Comment2. Responseto SpecificComment2.
HERD has no objection to limiting the possible range of exposure scenarios solely No response required.
to future residential use (Section 1.0,page El-2). This renders the HHRA a
modified screening risk assessment, with the conclusion limited to an agreement
that unrestricted use is, or is not, appropriate. In cases where the baseline HHRA
indicates unrestricted use is not appropriate, further characterization, evaluation of
alternative risk assessment scenarios or deed restriction may be required.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON DRAFT WORK PLAN FOR REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION
IR SITE 35, AREAS OF CONCERN IN TRANSFER PARCEL EDC-5

ALAMEDA POINT, ALAMEDA, CALIFORNIA
DATED OCTOBER 2005

CTO-0077/0011

CommentsfromDTSC,HERD- JamesM.Polisini

SpecificComment3. ResponsetoSpecific Comment3.
Please explain thepurpose for comparing R-qualified data (i.e., unusable The followingsentences have been deleted from the last paragraph of Section 2.1
concentrations) to samples that have reported values if the only subsequent action of the HHRA work plan:

is elimination of the R-qualified data (Section 2.1, page E2-1). It would seem that "For these data, all concentrations reported as being unusable ("R" qualified) will
identification of the R-qualified data and elimination of R-qualified data does not firstbe examined. This examination will involVecomparing R-qualified samples
require comparison to samples with reported values, with samples that have reported values."

The word "then" has been deleted from the next sentence.

SpecificComment4. ResponsetoSpecific Comment4.
The rationale for combining data fromAOC 1 with data from EBS Transfer The last sentencein Section 2.2.2 of Attachment E has been replaced with the
Parcels 78 and 79 due to their geographic continuity is understandable following text:

(Section 2.2.2, page D2-2). The following sentence, regarding combining other "Other possiblecombined exposure units could include adding AOC 9 into the
data sets 'based on data evaluation', is ambiguous. Please clearly state the AOC 11/EBS78 and 79 exposure unit. The decision to combine any units will be
proposed criteria which would be used to determine whether to combine soil and based on proximityand similarity of COPCs and ranges of concentrations to assure
groundwater data sets. that any local areas of impact are not diluted by combining data sets."

SpecificComment 5. Response toSpecific Comment 5.

Please include the underlined phrase in the sentence presented (Section 2.2.2, The word "estimated" is used to refer to EPCs based on measured and modeled
page E2-2) as 'EPCs for soil pathways will be estimated, for pathways other than concentrations. This word has been changed to "calculated" to avoid confusion.

incidental soil ingestion and dermal soil exposure, from measured soil sample The first sentence of the 2nd paragraph in Section 2.2.3 has been rephrased as
values associated with each AOC'. If this statement does not accurately represent follows:
the proposal for developing Exposure Point Concentrations (EPCs) for different
media, please restate the sentence to indicate which exposure pathways will be "All EPCs for the incidental ingestion of soil and dermal contact exposure
estimated and which will be based on measured concentrations, pathways willbe calculated from measured soil samples."

SpecificComment6. ResponsetoSpecific Comment6.

The work plan proposed is for a baseline HHRA (Section 1.0, page El-2, bulleted No responserequired.
items). Considerations of 'draw down' and changes in groundwater flow due to
groundwater extraction (Section 2.2.3, page E2-2) are not normally undertaken in a
baseline HHRA. That said, combining groundwater data from adjacent AOCs, as
long as the result is a more accurate and reasonable characterization of the
groundwater concentrations (i.e., the groundwater concentration is not decreased
by the data combination), is acceptable for adjacent AOCs.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON DRAFT wORK PLAN FOR REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION

IR SITE 35, AREAS OF CONCERN IN TRANSFER PARCEL EDC-5
ALAMEDA POINT, ALAMEDA, CALIFORNIA

DATED OCTOBER 2005
CTO-0077/0011

CommentsfromDTSC,HERD- JamesM.Polisini

SpecificComment 7. Responseto SpecificComment 7.

Please indicate how the daily intake rates will be estimated (Section2.2.4, The Response to U.S. EPA Specific Comment 33 adds information on the models
page E2-3) for exposure pathways where the EPC is not a point estimate (e.g., that will be used to estimate indoor and outdoor air EPCs from EPCs based on
95 percent upper confidence limit of the mean or maximum concentration) of measured data in soil and groundwater in areas where groundwater data are
measured soil or groundwater concentrations. For example, please outline how available. The EPCs for homegrown produce will be estimated from EPCs in soil
will the daily intake rate for ingestion of homegrown produce or the daily exposure using soil: plant uptake factors used in the HHRA for IR Site 30.
from inhalation of Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs) in indoor air be
developed.

SpecificComment8. Responseto SpecificComment 8.
Please clarify the meaning of the term 'confirmed' when discussing the The Response to U.S. EPA Specific Comment 34 information on the hierarchy
development of a group of toxicity values from the U.S. EPA Region 9 used for toxicity factors has been added.
Preliminary Remediation Goals (PRGs), the U.S. EPA Integrated Risk Information
System (IRIS) and the U.S. EPA Health Effects Assessment Summary Tables
(ItEAST) (Section 2.3, page E2-3, sixth line of paragraph). Standard HHRA
practice would be to 'augment' (i.e., to add to) the PRG toxicity values for
Contaminants of Concern (COCs) with toxicity values from IRIS or HEAST

SpecificComment9. Responseto SpecificComment 9.

The non-cancer hazard evaluation criterion (i.e., a Hazard Quotient of 1) is As referenced in the last sentence of the 2nd paragraph of Section 2.4, summed
explicitly stated for individual elements or compounds (Section 2.4, page E2-3). non-cancer hazard indices have been provided.
Please provide the non-cancer risk evaluation criterion for summed non-cancer
hazard (i.e., the Hazard Index).
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C C C
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON

DRAFT WORK PLAN FOR REMEDIAL INVESTIGATIONAT IR SITE 35
AREAS OF CONCERN IN TRANSFER PARCELEDC-5

ALAMEDA POINT, ALAMEDA, CALIFORNIA
DATED OCTOBER 2005, CTO-0077/0011

Comments from 07 November 2005

Anna Marie Cook
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

GENERAL COMMENTS RESPONSETO GENERAL COMMENTS

General Comment 1. Response to General Comment 1.

There appearsto be some confusionbetween EPA andtheNavy as to what Ina telephoneconferencecall between theNavy andEPA on November 14, 2005,
constitutesIR 35. EPA believes that IR 35 shouldnotbe limitedto areasneeding Ms. Anna-MarieCook clarifiedEPA's comment. EPA's commentrefersto areas
furtherinvestigation,but shouldalso includethose areasthat needto be taken withinEDC-5 thathave residualpolynucleararomatichydrocarbons(PAHs) in
through an RI/FS process ultimately resulting in a Record of Decision containing soil. Specifically,benzo(a)pyrene (BaP) equivalent concentrations that are above
selected remedies for areas that require remediation, the Alameda Point screening criterion of 620 micrograms per kilogram (gg/kg)

that do not result in associated human-health risk that would necessitate those areas
being carried forward to a remedial investigation (RI) and feasibility study (FS).

The Navy understands that EPA believes that these PAH areas need to be carried
forward to an FS because land use controls and possibly soil removal may be
warranted as a remedy and ultimately documented in the Record of Decision
(ROD). Becausethe remedy would not necessarily be driven by risk, Ms. Cook
said that baseline risks would not need to be calculated in the RI for these areas.

In response toEPA's comment, IR Site 35 will be expanded to include a "PAH
area." Someof the AOCs that were identified solelybecause of the presence of
PAHs may be incorporated into this area. The approximate boundaries of this area
have been shown in the draft final RI Work Plan; however the boundaries may be
refined duringthe RI. The "PAIl Area" will be carried forward to the FS
and ROD.

Background

The Navy andregulatoryagencies have been discussinghow to address the
presenceof residualPAHs in soil at AlamedaPoint. As mentionedabove, this
issue addressesBaPequivalentconcentrationsthatareabove the AlamedaPoint
screeningcriterionof 620 _g/kg that do not resultin associatedhuman-healthrisk
thatwouldnecessitatethose areasbeing carriedforwardto a RI andFS.
Resolutionhasnot yetbeen reached, but discussionshave includedremoving
additionalsoil in selected areas to reduce the chemical mass and/_
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON
DRAFT WORK PLAN FOR REMEDIAL INVESTIGATIONAT IR SITE 35

AREAS OF CONCERN IN TRANSFER PARCEL EDC-5
ALAMEDA POINT, ALAMEDA,CALIFORNIA

DATED OCTOBER 2005, CTO-0077/0011

CommentsfromU.S. EPA- AnnaMarieCook

I institutional controls to prohibit digging below a specified depth.

At Transfer Parcel Economic Development Conveyance (EDC)-5, human-health
risk was calculated for PAHs in soil for 46 environmental baseline survey (EBS)
parcels and 18decision areas; results were presented in the 2005 Site Inspection
(SI) Report (BEI 2005). Decision areas were developed because a significant
portion of the housing at the transfer parcel was located in a single, large EBS
parcel. This large parcel (and others, as appropriate) was subdivided to reduce the
size of the exposure areas to be studied, thus assuring that estimates of potential
human-healthrisks were inherently conservative.

For cancer risk,the cumulative target risk level for PAHs in soil was equivalent to
10-5(as established by the Navy, the regulatory agencies, and the City of Alameda
during the PAHtechnical meeting in May 2001 at which the PAH screening level
of 620 gg/kg for soil was established [DON 2001]). Areas recommended for
further evaluation in the SI Report included those areas where a cancer risk above
10-5was associated with PAHs.

Some areas that were not carried forward as AOCs (those areas with a cancer risk
at or below 10.5associated with PAHs) contained individual samples with B(a)P
equivalent concentrations above 1,000 lag&g, or may have average B(a)P
equivalent concentrations above 620 gg/kg. EPA's General Comment 1 refers to
these areas.

Reference:

Bechtel Environmental, Inc. 2005. Final Site Inspection Report, Transfer Parcel
EDC-5,Alameda Point, Alameda, California. March.

Department of Navy. 2001. Draft Polynuclear Aromatic Hydrocarbon Technical
Meeting. Meeting Minutes. May 31.

General Comment 2. Response to General Comment 2.

The Data Quality Objectives (DQO) process in the Draft Work Plan for Remedial The objective of the RI is to supplement existing data in order to characterize the
Investigation, IR Site 35, Areas of Concern in Transfer Parcel EDC-5, Alameda nature and extent of contamination, conduct a human-health risk assessment, and
Point, Alameda California (the Work Plan) does not begin with evaluating whether support an FS. This is stated in the "Proposed Sampling Rationale and Design"
the nature and extent of contamination has been defined. The nature and extent of section of Appendix A1 for each study area. The intent of the RI Work Plan is to
contamination should be determined and a site conceptual model should be propose samples that the Navy and agencies agree are appropriate and reasonable
developed to explain the presence and extent of contamination before performing to accomplish this. The Navy appreciates early meetings held with the agencies to
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the human health risk assessment. Otherwise, it is likely that the risk will be identify an initial sampling approach; this coordination will help to streamline the
underestimated (e.g., if the maximum level of contamination is not found or if RI/FS process and, as a result, early transfer of this area. The Navy recognizes that
some contaminants are not identified) or even overestimated (e.g., if low level the extent of contamination may not be fully defined in some areas; but intends "to
contamination is found over a wide area). The first key decision rule should be gather information sufficient to support an informed risk management decision
whether the nature and extent of contamination has been defined;once the extent regarding which remedy appears to be most appropriate for a given site,"
of contamination has been delineated, then decision rules about the results of the consistent withU.S.EPA's Guidance to Conduct Remedial Investigations and
risk assessment can be considered. Please include a question like: "Has the nature Feasibility Studiesunder CERCLA (U.S. EPA 1988).

and extent of contamination been defined?" as the first decision and develop the The order of the bullets in Step 2 of Table 1-2 has been reversed. Step 2 has been
associated decision rules in Table 1-2. revised as follows in response to this comment, RWQCB's Comment 4, and

DTSC's GSU General Comment C:

"Decisions will be based on a compilation of IR Site 35-specific data gathered
during previous investigations and the proposed field investigation. These data,
along with results of a human-health risk assessment, have been used to answer the
followingquestions.

• Have the nature and extent of contamination been defined?

• Are contaminantspresent in soil or groundwater at concentrations that pose
unacceptable risk to potential future residents?

• Are contaminantspresent in groundwater at concentrations that could pose
unacceptable risk to potential aquatic receptors in Oakland Inner Harbor or
SeaplaneLagoon?"

For Step 5 - In response to this comment, RWQCB's Comment 4, and DTSC's
GSU General Comment C, Step 5 has been revised as follows:

"Data from previous investigations and data collected during this investigation will
be used to evaluate the nature and extent of contamination. The following general
decision roles will be applied.

• If the nature and extent of contamination have been defined (based on
comparison criteria in Step 3), then no further assessment will be
recommended.

• If the extent Ofcontamination has not been defined, and data show that
contaminationis associated with an adjacent IR site(s), then outstanding
delineation issues will be addressed by the adjacent IR site(s).

• If the extent of contamination has not been defined, and data are not sufficient
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to supportperforming a human-health risk assessment and an FS (if there are
sufficientdata available to assess the nature and magnitude of contamination),
then further delineation will be recommended. If follow-up delineation is
performed, results will be submitted in an RI addendum

* If the extent of contamination has not been defined, but data are sufficient to
support performing a human-health risk assessment and an FS (if there are
sufficient data available to assess the nature and magnitude of contamination),
thena risk assessment will be performed as part of the RI. If results of the
human-health risk assessment indicate unacceptable risk, then further
delineation may be recommended to support a removal action or inclusion as a
component of remedial alternatives in the FS."

Human-health risk will be assessed for individual areas at IR Site 35. The risk

assessment approach and a discussion of acceptable risk are presented in the
Human-Health Risk Assessment Work Plan, which is Attachment E to the Work
Plan. The following general decision rules will be applied.

• If human-health risk assessment results indicate acceptable risk, then no
further action will be recommended.

• If human-health risk assessment results indicate unacceptable risk, then further
action will be recommended (e.g., removal action, inclusion of that area in
the FS).

Data from previous investigations and data collected during this investigation will
be used to evaluate whether contaminants are present in groundwater at
concentrations that potentially could pose unacceptable risk to potential aquatic
receptors in Oakland Inner Harbor or Seaplane Lagoon. The following general
decision rules will be applied.

• If contaminant concentrations in groundwater at AOCs adjacent to or near
surface water are below ecological comparison criteria, then it will be
concluded that risk to potential aquatic receptors is acceptable, and no further
action willbe recommended.

• If contaminant concentrations in groundwater at AOCs adjacent to or near
surface water are above ecological comparison criteria, then further action may
be recommended (e.g., additional sampling, modeling)."
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General Comment 3. Response to General Comment 3.

Some data gaps will not be addressed by the sampling that is proposed in the
Sampling and Analysis Plan (SAP) Appendix AI: Study Areas in IR Site 35.

• AOC10: The proposed sampling may not be sufficient to evaluate the extent • AOC10: Asamp!ehasbeenaddedsouthofsampleS-36B-W50.
of lead contamination south of S-36B-W50 since there is no proposed Additionally, the Navy has added a sampling point west of previous location
sampling point in this area. When looking at the proposed sampling on the SS-36B-W.75. While there are two_samples to the far north that are above
figures and the extent of lead contamination, it appears that lead is not screening criteria (residential PRG of 150 mg/kg), these samples are not
bounded to the north as well as to the south. Please consider adding above the removal action remedial action objective of 199 mgikg
additional sampling locations south of S-36B-W50 as well as to the north. (158 mg/kg lead at SS-36NW75; 155 mg/kg lead at SS-36NW75).

• AOC 12: It is unclear why sampling is proposed east of previous location Therefore the Navy believes that lead is sufficiently bounded to the north.
107-0001/107-002, since the data in Table A2-14 indicates that the • AOC 12: The sample east of previous location 107-0001/107-002 has been
concentration of lead did not exceed the remedial action objective (RAO) of moved north. Three additional samples have been added: one sample south
199 milligrams per kilogram (mg/kg). Please consider moving the proposed and one sample west of previous location SS-105-A 1, and one sample west
sampling location east of previous location 107-0001/107-002 to the north, of previous location SS-105-C1.

In addition, no sampling points have been proposed to evaluate the extent of • AOC 13: The extent of PAHs in the vicinity of QQ25 is bounded by PAH
lead in soil west and south of SS-105-A 1 (397 mg/kg) and west of SS-105- sampling point 32EDC-5-93 located due west and just outside of the
C1 (211 mg/kg). Since this area is within the boundary of AOC 12, please AOC 13 boundary. No additional sampling is proposed to delineate the
propose additional sampling locations to define the extent of lead extent of PAHs at this area. The extent of pesticides in the vicinity of
contamination in the vicinity of these two locations. 103-0020 is bounded on the west by sample 203-0001 located due west and

• AOC 13: Additional sampling is needed to delineate the extent of just outside of the AOC 13 boundary. Pesticides did not exceed comparison
contamination in AOC 13. The extent of polynuclear aromatic criteria for sample location 203-0001. However, to bound the extent of
hydrocarbons (PAHs) in the vicinity of QQ25 is not bounded by a previous pesticides southwest of 103-0020, an additional soil sample has been added
or proposed sample to the west and the extent of pesticides in the vicinity of southwest of this previous sampling location.

103-0020 is not bounded to the west or southwest. Please include an • AOC 23: Sample locations proposed in the draft Work Plan targeted
additional sampling point for PAH analysis west of previous sample QQ25 specific areas (to define the extent of previously identified contamination or
and one west-southwest of 103-0020 for pesticide analysis, target areas that may have been impacted by previous activities), and areas

• AOC 23: This AOC is extremely large with many potential release sources identified as a concerti by the regulatory agencies. Additional soil and
to soil and groundwater such as PCB transformer storage areas and areas of groundwater samples have been added to provide better overall coverage at
visibly heavy staining. Without a grid type sampling plan, or plans to AOC 23 and to address specific DTSC requests for additional borings. A
perform step-out samples, it is difficult to be reasonably sure that nature and total of 15 borings outside of buildings and two borings beneath the building
extent of potential contamination will be adequately assessed with the slabs and have been added to the already proposed borings at AOC 23. One
current workplan. This area is one where follow-on work may be necessary location has been added beneath the southern portion of Building 66 and one

at a later stage. _ beneath Building 271 has been added. Please refer to resl)onses to
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• AOC 24: The SI stated that there was a former dry cleaning plant in DTSC GSU's Specific Comments 15, 16, 17, 20, 21, 22, and 25.
Building 197, but this is not discussed in Appendix A1 and no samples are * AOC 24: A dry cleaning plant was mentioned in the Parcel Evaluation Plan
proposed to evaluate this potential source of groundwater contamination. (PEP); however, no evidence of related activities was found in the EBS.
Since all of the previous samples focused on the south side of the building Table 3-1 of the SI mistakenly included reference to dry cleaning as a
and groundwater flows to the north-northeast, it is possible that there is previous activity with Building 118 in Parcel 197. The Final EBS report
undetected contamination. Please include a discussion of the dry cleaning (IT 2001) stated that no evidence of a dry cleaning operation was found
plant and clarify whether samples to evaluate the potential for VOCs in during the EBS Phase 1 site inspection. Therefore, there is no discussion of
groundwater should be taken, a dry cleaning plant in the SI text or in the IR Site 35 RI Work Plan. The

Navy believes the initial information in the PEP was erroneous and does not
believe that samples are needed.

IT. 2001. Environmental Baseline Survey Data Evaluation Summary - Final,
Alameda Point, California. January.

General Comment 4. Response to General Comment 4.

The text in several sections (e.g., A. 1.10.2.2) states that analytical results are Figures A1-2 through A1-33 in Appendix A1 show all sample locations and
shown on the associated figures (e.g., Figure AI-11), but the figures do not include indicate those locations with reported concentrations that exceeded screening
analytical results. Please include the missing analytical results on the figures, criteria with symbols. Analytical results for historic samples are reported in the

analytical tables on the Appendix A2 CD.

The fifth sentence of the fourth paragraph has been replaced with the following:

"Soil sample locations are shown on Figure AI-11. Post-removal action analytical
results are summarized in Table A2-11 (included on CD in Appendix A2 to
the SAP)."

General Comment 5. Response to General Comment 5.

The text indicates that every groundwater sample will be filtered in the laboratory The intent of the groundwater samples proposed in the RI Work Plan is to assess
for all analytes except VOCs, but filtration is not appropriate for analytes other the presence and concentrations of dissolved compounds. Discrete groundwater
than metals, and metals samples must be filtered and preserved in the field in order samples commonly are turbid due to the presence of suspended solids. Filtering
to avoid oxidation of metals. Filtration of a sample requires a clear statement of was proposed in the draft RI Work Plan because contaminants that tend to sorb to
objectives regarding the representativeness of the resulting analysis data and how suspended solids (or naturally occurring metals in suspended solids) present in the
the data will be used, but this information is not provided in the Work Plan. In sample may be digested during laboratory sample preparation. This can result in
particular, filtration of a turbid water sample will change the composition (particle higher reported concentrations than are actually dissolved in the groundwater.

size and associated chemical concentrations) of the sample in unknown ways The SAP has been revised to state that metals samples will be field-filtered.
because the filter is designed to not pass particles of a certain size (such as 0.45 Additionally, samples for SVOCs, pesticides, and PCBs, and extractable-range
microns), but it can also trap smallerparticles when a filtercake builds up. TPH will not be filtered. Applicable chan_es have been made in the text and tables
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Additionally, chilling a water sample and storing can promote further sorption of of the SAP.

constituents (SVOCs, PAHs, PCBs, etc.), and filtering the sample in the laboratory Because of the likelihood of positive bias from suspended solids, results of these
allows time for aggregation of particulates that will further decrease and therefore analyses would overestimate the presence of dissolved contaminants that were
under represent the chemical concentrations in solution. As a historical note, the sorbed to soil particles.
avoidance of filtration in the late 1980s was recommended because filtration was
recognized as removing mobile particulates (such as colloidal materials) and
therefore the transport of chemical contaminants was underestimated. Please
specify that metals samples will be filtered in the field to avoid oxidation of metals
and delete references to filtration in the laboratory or discuss the impact of
filtration and storage on the representativeness of the samples in the context of site
specific conditions and the DQOs.

General Comment 6. Response to General Comment 6.

The analytical laboratory(ies) and geoteclmical laboratory are not specified in the The analyticalgeotechnical laboratories to be used during the RI have been
SAP. Please specify the laboratories that will do the analyses and geotechnical specified in Section2 of the SAP (Attachment A) in the draft final version of the
work in the next version of the Work Plan. Work Plan.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS RESPONSE TO SPECIFIC COMMENTS

Specific Comment 1. Responseto Specific Comment 1.
Work Plan Page 1-1, secondparagraph:Please include an explanationconcerning Please refer toresponse to GeneralComment 1.
the statusof Parcel 98 in this section. Parcel98 is part of EDC-5 and,because of
existing PAH contamination,will need to go throughthe KI/FSprocess for remedy
selection. Even though furtherinvestigationof PAH contaminationat this parcelis
not necessary aspart of this workplan,a remedy thatis consistent with one that
will be selected for Site 25 needs to be incorporatedin theRecord of Decision for
Site 35.

Specific Comment 2. Response to Specific Comment 2.

WorkPlan Section 1.2, Scope of Effort, Page 1-2; Work PlanSection 2.9.4, Groundwaterdatafrom all sites locatedin close proximity to aquaticreceptors will
EcologicalSummary,Page 2-8; andSAP Section 1.3,Project/TaskDescription, be comparedto criteria for aquaticreceptors. The phrase"(e.g., AOCs 2 and4,
PageA1-3: It is unclearwhether groundwaterresults from studyareas other than andEBS Parcel205)" hasbeen changedto:

AOCs 2 and4 andEBS Parcel 205 will be comparedto criteria for aquatic "(AOCs 2, 3, 4, 20, 21, and the southernportion of 23; and EBS Parcel205)"
receptors; therelevantsentence, "Groundwaterresults for study areas adjacentto
ornearsurfacewater(e.g., AOCs 2 and4, andEBS Parcel205) will be compared
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to criteria for aquatic receptors," is found in these three sections. The use of "e.g."
indicates that the following phrase is not a complete list of such sites, and it
appears that there are other sites in close proximity to aquatic receptors. Please
discuss whether groundwater samples from sites like AOCs 3, 20, 21 and 23 will
also be screened against criteria for aquatic receptors.

Specific Comment 3. Response to Specific Comment 3.

Work Plan Page 2-2, Site Description, second paragraph: Since IR 35 should The first sentence of this paragraph has been revised as follows:

include most, if not all, of Parcel 98, it is incorrect to state that there are no "IR Site 35 consists of areas of open space (grassy, gravel, or paved areas with no
buildings present. In fact there are many residences. Parcel 78 also has a number buildings present), residences, and commercial/industrial buildings."
of buildings.

Specific Comment 4. Response to Specific Comment 4.

Work Plan Section 2.10, Historical Features, Page 2-8: This section discusses the Portions of the proposed NAS Alameda Historic District are within the boundaries
presence of historic buildings in AOCs 1, 2, 7, and 10, but the document is unclear oflR Site 35. Other than providing a more complete description of the site
about how the historic nature of the buildings affects this Work Plan and SAP. background, this information does not affect the RI Work Plan or SAP; it is more
Please expand this section with the addition of an explanation of how the NAS pertinent to the FS. The following text has been added to the end of the second
Alameda Historic District affects the Work Plan, SAP, and the eventual Remedial paragraph:

Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS). "This information will be pertinent in the FS for identifying ARARs and assessing
the implementabilityof remedial alternatives considering requirements for
protection of the historic structures."

Specific Comment 5. Response to Specific Comment 5.

Work Plan Figure 2-7, Habitat Areas: The location of the monarch butterfly The monarchbutterfly roosting site area has been added to Figure 2-7 of the
roosting area ("a potentially sensitive habitat located in a park_likearea between Work Plan.
Barber's Point Road and Pearl Harbor Road...approximately 250 feet southwest of
AOC 5", Section 2.9.2, page 2-7) is not shown on the habitat figure. Please
include the monarch butterfly roosting area on Figure 2-7.

Specific Comment 6. Response to Specific Comment 6.

Work Plan Page 3-1, Previous Investigations: Please include the background PAH The 2002 PAH study was included as Appendix D of the Site Inspection Report for
study performed in 2002. It is a key document that will help to decide how to the Transfer Parcel EDC-5 (BEI 2005a). This study is included as the second to
select a remedy for soil PAH contamination in Parcel 98. last bullet listed on page 3-2 and is discussed in Section 3.11 on page 3-6.
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Specific Comment 7. Response to Specific Comment 7.
Work Plan Page 3-4, Section 3.7: Include the PAH background study which Please see the response to Specific Comment 6.
formed the basis for a large soil removal action in this section.

Specific Comment 8. Response to Specific Comment 8.
Work Plan Page 3-5, Section 3.7.2.1:Note that groundwater contaminationmay be Section 3.7.2.1 describes previous sampling conducted during data gap
migrating from Site 6 and Site 28 and impacting EDC-5 property, investigations for Operable Units 1 and 2. Although IR Site 6 is part of OU-1,

IR Site 28 is not part of these two operable units and was not included in the data
gap investigation being summarized in Section 3.7.2.1.

The last sentence of Section 3.7.2.1 has been revised to correctly identify IR Site 6
(rather than IR Site 5) as a source of potential contaminated groundwater migrating
to AOC 19 (notAOC 18). Additional text has been added to address the potential
impact of groundwater contamination from IR Site 6 on AOC 23.

Work Plan, Section3.7.2.1, page 3-5. The last sentence has been revised and
additional text added as follows:

"In addition, contaminated groundwater originating from IR Site 6 may have
impacted the eastern portion of AOC 19 and the northwestern corner of AOC 23
with TPH and chlorinated VOCs, primarily cis-l,2-dichloroethene and vinyl
chloride."

Additional text has been added to SAP Appendix A1 as follows:

Page A1-36, a new subsection before "Solid Waste Management Unit Report":

"Remedial Investigation for IR Sites 6, 7, 8, and 16
IR Site 6, which is adjacent to the western side of EBS Parcel 71 and the northern
side of EBS Parcel 72, is characterized by a VOC plume as described in the final
RI Report for IR Sites 6, 7, 8, and 16 (TtEMI 2004). The outer margins of this
plume are at or near the border with AOC 23 (EBS Parcels 71 and 72). The most
recent data collected during the basewide monitoring program (ITSC 2005)
indicate that the groundwater contamination at IR Site 6 (groundwater impacted
with TPH and chlorinated VOCs, primarily cis-1,2-dichloroethene and vinyl
chloride) may extend to EBS Parcel 71."
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Page A1-9, for AOC 4 - a new section following A1.4.2.3:

"A1.4.2.4 Remedial Investigation for IR Site 28
IR Site 28 is located north ofAOC 4 and does not share a border with EDC-5
except at the extreme western boundary of IR Site 28. Groundwater contamination
(i.e., arsenic, manganese, and nickel) at IR Site 28 is not migrating to EDC-5.
Groundwater flow direction at IR Site 28 is toward the Oakland Inner Harbor and
away from EDC-5 (BEI 2002)."

Specific Comment 9. Response to Specific Comment 9.

Work Plan Page 3-5, Section 3.8, Storm Sewer Investigations, second bullet: Figure 3-I from the Final Field Sampling Plan, Supplemental Remedial
Closed-circuit television was only used on portions of lines that were accessible to Investigation, Data Gap Sampling for Operable Units 1 and 2 (TtEMI 2001) shows
TV. Please verify which portions of the lines in EDC-5 were accessible and which the results of the closed-circuit television survey. According to this map, the
portions were not and provide the results on a figure. This step can be done in the majority of the storm sewer lines were assessed; a few lines were not assessed and
RI/FS report and is important as part of the conceptual site model, identified as "unknown condition" in the legend. A summary of accessible lines

that were subject to closed-circuit television assessment will be included in the
RI/FS report along with a figure showing this information. This information will
be utilized duringdevelopment of the conceptual site model.

Specific Comment 10. Response to Specific Comment 10.

Work Plan Page 3-6, Section 3.8, third paragraph: Please include an explanation of The third paragraph has been revised as follows:

why the data summary report concluded that storm sewer lines were not acting as "As a follow-up investigation to the 2001 report (TtEMI 2001a), soil samples were
preferred conduits, collected during the 2002 OU-1 and OU-2 data gap investigation (DGI) sampling

activities (TtEMI 2002c) to assess whether storm sewer lines provided preferential
pathways for contaminant migration. Storm sewer bedding materials were tested
for geotechnical properties to assess whether they were more permeable than
surrounding fill and, therefore, might provide preferential pathways for
contaminant migration. Results ofDGI geotechnical analyses indicated the
permeability of the storm drain system bedding material and native fill soils were
similar. The data summary report concluded that neither the stormdrain bedding
materials nor the storm drain lines, including lines within Transfer Parcel EDC-5,
were acting as preferential conduits for the transport of contaminants in nearby soil
or groundwater (TtEMI 2002c).
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To assess whether contaminants were conveyed through the storm sewer lines to
surface water through outfalls, sampling of storm sewer manholes, catch basins,
and outfalls was conducted at 22 locations distributed among IR Sites 5, 6, 9, 11,
14, 15, 16, 21, and 23 (TtEMI 2002c). Water samples from manholes, catch
basins, and outfallswere analyzed for TPH and VOCs. Both TPH and VOCs were
reported at concentrations exceeding detection limits, but concentrations did not
exceed ecologicalreference values (ERVs) or maximum contaminant levels.
(ERVs were developed in the final Field Sampling Plan and Quality Assurance
Project Plan for the OU-1 and OU-2 DGI [TtEMI 2001c]).
Based on the low concentrations of VOCs and TPH reported in storm sewer water
samples collected within IR Sites 5, 6, and 7, it is unlikely that infiltration to storm
sewers is providing a preferential pathway for significant levels (concentrations
above screening levels) of groundwater contamination from plumes at IR Sites 5,
6, and 7 to reach EDC-5 parcels."

Specific Comment 11. Response to Specific Comment 11.
Work Plan Page 3-7, Section 3.11 :Since EPA considers Parcel 98 and its PAH Please refer to response to General Comment 1regarding PAH concentrations
issues to be part of IR 35, the statement that no soil samples in IR 35 had PAHs outside of Site 35, but within Transfer Parcel EDC-5. The second to last sentence
above the soil screening criterion is incorrect. The other alternative for the Navy to in the last paragraph in this section is incorrect and has been revised to the
deal with the PAH issues at Parcel 98 would be to separate out the PAH issues into following:

a new IR site (IR 36), but this approach would seem to delay the clean up and "Reported concentrations of PAHs in soil samples were above screening criteria in
transfer process. AOCs 2, 4, 6, 7, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, and 23; as well as some areas within Transfer

Parcel EDC-5 that are outside these AOCs."

The followinghas been added at the end of the last paragraph:

"Areas recommended for further evaluation in the SI Report included those areas
where a cancerrisk above 10.5was associated with PAHs.

Some areas that were not carried forward as AOCs (those areas where a cancer risk
associated withPAHs was at or below 10"5)contained individual samples with
B(a)P equivalent concentrations above 620 _tg/kg. The Navy and regulatory
agencies have been discussing how to address the presence of residual PAHs in
soil at Alameda Point. This issue and how it relates to Transfer Parcel EDC-5 will
be discussed in the RI/FS report."
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON
DRAFT WORK PLAN FOR REMEDIAL INVESTIGATIONAT IR SITE 35

AREAS OF CONCERN IN TRANSFER PARCEL EDC-5
ALAMEDA POINT, ALAMEDA, CALIFORNIA

DATED OCTOBER 2005, CTO-0077/0011

CommentsfromU.S.EPA- AnnaMarieCook

Specific Comment 12. Response to Specific Comment 12.

Work Plan Page 3-7, Section 3.12, first paragraph: For completeness, it should be The following has been added after the third sentence in Section 3.12:
noted that the third "water tower" did not exist at the time of the 2001 investigation "The third water tower (Structure 066) and one radio antenna tower (Structure
and instead the area beneath and surrounding the former water towerwas 36B) were notpresent at the time of the 2001 investigation. Only the concrete
investigated for lead. Similarly, the radio tower adjacent to the residential area had footings to the former radio antenna tower were observed."
been removed at an earlier date and it was the concrete footings and surrounding
soil that were investigated and remediated for lead contamination.

Specific Comment 13, Response to Specific Comment 13.

Work Plan Page 3-7, Section 3.12, last paragraph: Please elaborate on how Elevated lead concentrations present beneath the hardscape will be considered
elevated lead concentrations were found beneath the hardscape cover. Were these during remedy selection in the FS. For clarification, the last three sentences of the
samples taken as part of the removal action delineation? If elevated lead last paragraph of Section 3.12 has been replaced with the following:
concentrations are present beneath hardscape, then the potential exposure to future "Lead concentrationsin all of the removal action confurrnationsamples were below
receptors after removal of the hardscape must be considered in remedy selection, the removal action objective of 199mg/kg. However, results from previous

investigation samples collected through hardscape and outside the excavation areas
indicated lead concentrations above 199mg/kg. Analytical results from soil under
hardscape are discussed further in the area-specific summaries for AOCs 10 and 12
in the SAP, Appendix AI."

Specific Comment 14. Response to Specific Comment 14.
Work Plan Page 3-8, Section 3.13, first paragraph: Please state that the PCB clean The last sentence in Section 3.13 (page 3-8) has been changed to the following:
up levels for the removal action were 1ppm. "The cleanup levels used during the TCRA were U.S. EPA PRGs for residential

soil (U.S. EPA 2002) for pesticides, 1mg/kg for PCBs, and 209 mg/kg for lead."

Specific Comment 15. Response to Specific Comment 15.
Work Plan Figure 3-1: This figure should include the PAH soil sampling locations. The sample locations shown on Figure 3-1 include PAH soil sampling locations

within the IR Site 35 AOC, Data Gap, or SWMU boundaries. A figure has been
added to the RI Work Plan showing PAH soil sampling locations within Transfer
Parcel EDC-5.

Specific Comment 16. Response to Specific Comment 16.
Appendix A Foreword: There appears to be some confusion between EPA and the Please refer to response to General Comment 1.
Navy as to what constitutes IR 35. EPA believes that IR 35 should not be limited
to areas needing further investigation, but should also include those areas that need
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ALAMEDA POINT, ALAMEDA, CALIFORNIA
DATED OCTOBER 2005, CTO-0077/0011

CommentsfromU.S.EPA- AnnaMarieCook

to be taken through an RI/FS process ultimately resulting in a Record of Decision
containing selected remedies for areas that require remediation.

Specific Comment 17, Response to Specific Comment 17.

Appendix A Page Al-iii, bullets: Where is the PAH background study report from The 2002 PAH study was included as Appendix D of the Site Inspection Report for
2002 and the TCRA for PAH in West Housing performed in 2003? the Transfer Parcel EDC-5 (BEI 2005a), and is listed as the 9th bullet in "Source

Documents" on page Al-iii. The TCRA for PAHs is described in the Project
Close-Out Report, CERCLA Time-Critical Removal Action at West Housing Area
(Foster Wheeler2004) and is listed as the seventh from the last bullet in "Source
Documents" on page A-liii. The TCRA is also summarized in the Final Site
Inspection Report for Transfer Parcel EDC-5 (BEI 2005b),which is listed as the
10thbullet in "Source Documents" on page Al-ill.

Specific Comment 18. Response to Specific Comment 18.
Appendix A PageAl-iii, last bullet:Please clarify specifically what is meant.by Thresholdbackgroundconcentrationsin thedraft RI WorkPlan referto the 80th
"threshold backgroundconcentrations". LCLof the 95thpercentile of the backgroundconcentrationdatasetdeveloped for

AlamedaPointdescribedin the TtEMI Summaryof BackgroundConcentrationsin
Soil andGroundwaterReport, datedNovember2001. After submittalof the draft
RI WorkPlan, the Navy andregulatoryagencies initiateddiscussionsto revisitthe
backgroundconcentrationsand datasetforAlamedaPointat a meetingheld on
October18, 2005 (DON 2005). It was agreedthat the 95th percentileor quantile
would be more appropriate for comparison as part of the assessment of
contaminant nature and extent. The comparison criteria that will be used in the RI
Report will reflect any updated agreements that are reached by the time that the RI
report is being prepared. This has been noted in the Work Plan.

Department of the Navy. 2005. Meeting notes for Base Team Closure meeting
held October 18, 2005. Notes dated November 2005.

Specific Comment 19. Response to Specific Comment 19.
Appendix A, SAP Section 1.3,Project/Task Description, Page A1-3: This section The referenceto Figure 1-5 has been changed to Figure 1-6.
states that the proposed sampling locations for each area in IR Site 35 are shown
on Figure 1-5, while they are actually shown on Figure 1-6. Figure 1-5 is the
conceptual site model. Please correct the reference to Figure 1-5 and change it to
refer to Figure 1-6.
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DATED OCTOBER 2005, CTO-0077/0011

CommentsfromU.S.EPA- AnnaMarieCook

Specific Comment 20. Response to Specific Comment 20.
Appendix A, SAP Section 1.4, Quality Objectives and Criteria, Page A1-5: The AOCs 1, 20, and 24 address only oil/water separators; therefore, they are addressed
bullet "DQOs for AOCs and data gap areas" does not list AOCs 1, 20, and 25 by the DQOs developed for oil/water separators described in Table I-3. To clarify
[please note, AOC 24 was not listed], though these are included in the list on the the text, the firstbullet on this page has been revised as follows:
previous page of AOCs that require additional sampling and analysis. Please add

"AOCs (exceptAOCs that only address OWSs) and data gaps areas"
AOCs 1, 20, and 25 [sic] to this bullet, or provide an explanation as to why they
have been excluded. The first bullet in the second set of bullets shown on this page has been revised as

follows:

"DQOs for AOCs (except AOCs that only address OWSs; specifically AOCs 1, 20,
and 24) and data gap areas (Table I-2) apply to the following:"

Specific Comment 21. Response to Specific Comment 21.
Appendix A, SAP Section 2.2.2, Page A2-6: The third bullet appears to indicate Only smaller equipment will be rinsed twice with deionized or distilled water. The
that all equipment, including large equipment that is decontaminated with a last bullet has been changed to a dash and moved under the bullet "Smaller
pressure washer or steam-cleaner, will be rinsed twice with deionized or distilled equipment will be decontaminated as follows."
water. Please confirm that this is the case or revise this section to indicate that

only smaller equipment will be rinsed twice with deionized or distilled water.

Specific Comment 22. Response to Specific Comment 22.
Appendix A, SAP Table 2-2, Analytical Methods, Containers, Preservatives, and Please see the Response to General Comment 5. SAP Table 2-2 has been revised
Holding Times for Proposed Groundwater Samples: This table indicates that target to include an acid preservative.
analyte list (TAL) metals samples will be submitted without an acid preservative,
which is presumably to allow the laboratory to filter these samples, but this will
allow metals to oxidize so the results will not be representative of conditions in the
aquifer. Since a peristaltic pump will be present on site to use if the bladder pump
screen is clogged, to ensure that there is a representative sample, this pump should
be used to field filter samples for metals analysis within 30 minutes or less of
sample collection. Please revise the SAP to specify that TAL metals samples will
be field filtered.

Specific Comment 23. Response to Specific Comment 23.
SAP Appendix A1, Section A1.14, Area of Concern 14, Page A1-24: The text The first sentence in Section A1.14 has been changed to the following:

states that AOC 14 is "along Orion Street between Stardust Place and West Tower "AOC 14is a 1.6-acre area in the east-central portion of Transfer Parcel EDC-5,
Avenue", but Figure A 1-15 shows AOC 14 along Norfolk Road between Stardust along Norfolk Road between Stardust Place and West Tower Avenue
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Place and West Tower Avenue. Please correct either Section A 1.14 or (Figure A1-15),and is in the southern central portion of EBS Parcel 1032'
Figure A1-15.

Specific Comment 24. Response to Specific Comment 24.
SAPAppendix A 1, SectionA 1.23.1.3,ProposedSamplingRationaleandDesign, "72" has been changedto "71" in the first sentence, fourthparagraphon page
Page A1-37: The first sentencein the fourth paragraph states, "Both soil and A1-37 in Section A1.23.1.3.
discrete groundwater samples will be collected at EBS Parcel 72,"but the text in
this section discusses EBS Parcel 71. Please resolve this discrepancy.

Specific Comment 25. Response to Specific Comment 25.
SAPAppendixA1, Section 1.23.8.1,EBS Parcel 126, Page A1-51: The textstates The observationof drumswith non-PCB-containingtransformeroil was made
thatnon-PCB transformerfluidwas storedin drumson a concretepadat the duringthe EBS andafterthe 1976Toxic SubstancesControlAct was enacted. The
electrical substation (Building 411), but this structure was constructedprior to following sentencehas been added after the third sentence:

1947 when PCBs were ubiquitous in transformers. It is likely that the observation "The Phase I EBS site inspection noted that the transformers were filled with
ofnon-PCB transformer fluid was made during the EBS in the 1990s, so it cannot non-PCB-containingoil, and a sticker on the transformers indicated that they
be concluded that PCBs were not used historically in the transformers in this were sampled in 1993(IT 2001a). However, prior to the Toxic Substances
substation or that PCBs were not spilled. Please revise the text to state that drums Control Act, which was promulgated in 1976, most oil-containing transformers
ofnon-PCB transformer oil were observed during the 1990s, but that prior to the contained PCBs."
Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA), all oil-containing transformers
contained PCBs.

Specific Comment 26. Response to Specific Comment 26.

SAP Appendix A1, Section A1.23.8.2, Operable Units 1and 2 Data Gaps This investigation is discussed here because it is relevant to EBS Parcel 126. The
Investigation, Page A1-52: The text refers to data gap samples collected at EBS last sentence in this section states that "Analytical results indicated the presence of
Parcel 125, but this discussion is for EBS Parcel 126. Please resolve this shallow groundwater contamination (benzene and vinyl chloride) that appears to be
discrepancy, migrating to EBS Parcel 126from adjacent IR Sites 4, 11, and 21." To clarify, this

paragraph has been revised as follows:

"To further define VOC and TPH plumes at IR sites in OU-1 and OU-2,
groundwater samples were collected from a monitoring well (398-MW1) during
the data gap investigation. Although no constituents were reported at
concentrations above screening criteria, data gap samples collected at the adjacent
EBS Parcel 125 indicated the presence of shallow groundwater contamination
(i.e., benzene and vinyl chloride) that could potentially migrate to EBS Parcel 126
from adjacent IR Sites 4, 11, and 21."
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Specific Comment 27. Response to Specific Comment 27.
SAP Appendix A1, Section 1.25.2.2, Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study Groundwaterdata from HydroPunch sample DHP-S03-03 have been added to
Data Transmittal Memorandum for Sites 4, 5, 8, 10A, 12, and 14, Page A1-56 and Table A2-34.
Table A2-34 AOC25 Water: The text states that cadmium and thallium were

reported in the groundwater sample from DHP-S03-03, but analytical data from
this sample are not included in Table A2-34. Please provide the missing data.

Specific Comment 28. Response to Specific Comment 28.
Figure A1-9, Area of Concern 8: SAP SectionA1.8, Area of Concern 8, mentions These streets have been labeled on Figure A1-9.
that AOC 8 is near Pensacola Lane and Corpus Christi Road, but neither of these
streets is labeled on Figure A1-9. Please label Pensacola Lane and Corpus Christi
Road on Figure A1-9.

Specific Comment 29. Response to Specific Comment 29.

Figure Al-13, Area of Concern 12: It is unclear why the symbol used to designate The symbols for these samples have been changed on Figure Al-13 so as to depict
detections for some locations (e.g., Grid 6 Tower 61, 107-0001/0002, Parcel 106 them as not exceeding the RAO for lead.
Grid 28, parcel 106 Grid 30, and Parcel 106 Grid 31) indicates that the lead
concentration in these locations exceed the RAO of 199 mg/kg when the lead
concentrations for these locations inTable A2-14 is considerably lower than the
RAO. Please resolve this discrepancy.

Specific Comment 30. Response to Specific Comment 30.

FigureA 1-15,Areaof Concern 14 andTableA2-16: The samplinglocation The stationlocationsarelisted on thesecond line in the column headings in
identifiersin Table A2-16 do notmatchthesampling locationnameson Figure TableA2-16, andagree with the locationnames shown on FigureA1-15.
Al-15. Please resolve this discrepancy and check to ensure that there are no such
discrepancies between the data tables and other figures.

Specific Comment 31, Response to Specific Comment 31.

Figure A1-22, Area of Concern 23: SAP Section A1.23.1, EBS Parcel 71, states The building outline has been added to Figure A1-22.
that Building 544 is present on EBS Parcel 71 (page A1-34). However, Figure
A1-22 shows only the text label ("544") of the building, with no indication of the
building's current or past footprint. Please revise Figure A1-22 to include the
footprint of Building 544.
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Specific Comment 32. Response to Specific Comment 32.

Appendix E, Section 2.1, Data Evaluation, Page E2-1: It is stated that "all The Navy will make every attempt to select analytical methods with detection
chemicals reported at concentrations above detection limits in at least one sample limits that are below risk-based goals. The potential impact of any chemicals with
in data considered suitable for use in the HHRA [human health risk assessment] detection limits above risk-based goals on the findings of the baseline HHRA will
will be included as chemicals of potential concern (COPCs) in the HHRA," but be discussed in the Uncertainty Analysis. This has been added to the Work Plan.
additional discussion regarding the selection of detection limits with respect to
risk-based goals is not provided. An attempt should be made to select analytical
methods with detection limits that are less than risk-based screening levels so that
COPCs that might contribute to risk and hazard at the site are not removed from
consideration due to an elevated detection limit. Please revise the Work Plan to

discuss how chemicals with detection limits greater than risk-based screening
levels will be addressed in the risk assessment.

Specific Comment 33. Response to Specific Comment 33.

Appendix E, Section 2.2.3, Estimation of Exposure Point Concentrations, Page E2- The second paragraph in Section 2.2.3 of Attachment E has been revised as
2: It is stated that exposure point concentrations (EPCs) for inhalation of indoor follows:

and outdoor air will be modeled based on soil and groundwater data associated "All EPCs for the incidental ingestion of soil and dermal contact exposure
with each AOC. However, specific models are not proposed for use in estimating pathways will be calculated from measured soil samples. Estimation of EPCs for
EPCs. Please revise the Work Plan to include additional information about the inhalation of indoor and outdoor air will be modeled, based on soil and

models that will be used to estimate EPCs for indoor and outdoor air. groundwater data associated with each AOC. The Johnson and Ettinger model,
using site-specific input parameters, will be used to calculate EPCs for inhalation
of vapors in indoor air originating from soil and groundwater. The U.S. EPA
Region 9 volatilization factors and particulate emission factor presented in the
preliminary remediation goals (PRGs) will be used to calculate EPCs for inhalation
vapors and particulates in outdoor air originating from soil. If groundwater were to
be used as a domestic supply, pumping wells would expect to draw groundwater
from surrounding areas. Therefore, depending on the distribution of chemicals in
groundwater, measured groundwater data from adjacent AOCs may be grouped
together to determine EPCs used to evaluate domestic exposures (groundwater
ingestion and inhalation and dermal contact during showering)."
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Specific Comment 34. Response to Specific Comment 34.
Appendix E, Section2.3, Toxicity Assessment, Page E2-3: This sectionpresents Additionalinformationhas been added to Section2.3 of AttachmentE; however,
informationregardingthe sourceof toxicity criteriaproposed foruse in therisk please notethataccess to the ProvisionalPeerReviewed Toxicity Value (PPRTV)
assessmentand specifically mentionsU.S. EPA's IntegratedRisk Information database is notavailable to the public includingtheNavy. ForTier 2, the toxicity
System(IRIS) andHealthEffects Assessment SummaryTables (HEAST), but factorspublishedinthe U.S. Region 9 PRGs designatedas PPRTVs will be used.
please note that OSWER Directive 9285.7-53, issuedby U.S. EPA's Office of Section2.3 of AttachmentE has been revisedas follows:
Solid Waste andEmergencyResponse on December 5, 2003, updatesthehierarchy

"2.3 ToxicityAssessmentof humanhealth toxicity values and provides guidancefor the sources of toxicity
informationthat shouldbe used in performing a humanhealth risk assessment. The toxicityassessmentidentifies toxicity values foreach COPCandidentifies the
Specifically, the Directive indicates that, if toxicity criteria arenot provided in kind of effect each chemical can produce. The toxicity values used in the baseline
IRIS, U.S. EPA's Office of Research and Development/National Center for HHRA will be cancer slope factors (CSFs) for carcinogenic effects and reference
Environmental Assessment/Superfund Health Risk Technical Support Center doses (RIDs) for chronic exposures associated with noncarcinogenic effects. The
should be consulted to obtain a Provisional Peer Reviewed Toxicity Value following hierarchyof human-health toxicity values follows Directive 9285.7-53,
(PPRTV). HEAST is identified in the Directive as a third tier source of toxicity issued by U.S. EPA's Office of Solid Waste and Emergency Response on
criteria. Please revise the text to reflect the most recent guidance for obtaining December 5, 2003:

toxicity values. • Tier 1- U.S. EPA's Integrated Risk Information System database
(U.S. EPA2004c)

• Tier 2 - U.S. EPA's Provisional Peer Reviewed Toxicity Values
(PPRTVs)

• Tier 3 - Health Effects Assessment Summary Tables (U.S. EPA 1997)
and National Center for Environmental Assessment

Toxicity values based on Tier 2 PPRTVs will be compiled from U.S. EPA
Region 9 PRGs because PPRTVs are not available to the public.

It is the policy of the Navy to use both U.S. EPA and Cal/EPA CSFs to estimate
the risk presented by chemicals where these criteria differ. When no RfD is
available for a chemical, the chemical will be assigned the RID of another
chemical of similar structure or chemical class (i.e., a surrogate). Similarly, when
a CSF is not available for a carcinogenic chemical, the chemical will be assigned
the CSFof a structural analogue. The risk assessment will identify the chemicals
without toxicity criteria and their chemical surrogates."
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Specific Comment 35. Response to Specific Comment 35.

Appendix E, Section 3, References, Page E3-1: U.S. EPA's Risk Assessment The Introduction to Section 2 of Attachment E), Human-Health Risk Assessment,
Guidance for Superfund (RAGS), Volume I: Human Health Evaluation Manual has been revised as follows:

(Part E, Supplemental Guidance for Dermal Risk Assessment) - Final, dated July "The methodology presented in this section outlines the procedures that will be
2004 does not appear on the list of References. RAGS Part E should be consulted used in the baseline HHRA to address chemicals in soil and groundwater. The
for guidance on evaluating risk to human receptors via the dermal pathway. Please HHRA will be used to support the RI/FS for IR Site 35.
include RAGS Part E in the references and incorporate it into the HHRA The HHRA will be conducted in accordance with guidelines published by the
methodology. U.S. EPA in RAGs Part A (U.S. EPA 1989), Part B (U.S. EPA 1991), and Part E

(U.S. EPA 2004a) and supporting documents and guidelines published by
California Environmental Protection Agency (Cal/EPA) (1992).

The following reference will be added:

2004a. Risk Assessment Guidance for Superfund (RAGS), Volume I: Human
Health Evaluation Manual (Part E, Supplemental Guidance for Dermal Risk
Assessment).
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